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CHAPTER I 


Origin o» toe Vedanta Philosophy 

I am fully aware of the difficulties which I shall hrve to 
encounter ,n trying to enlist your interest, nay, if pos- 
Jtble, your sympathy, for an ancient system of Indian 
Philosophy, the Vedanta Philosophy. It is no easy task 
even within the walls of this scientific Im.iimion. ,» 
obtain a hearing for , nc re system of philosophy, 
whether new or old. The world i, too busy ,o listen t'o 
purely theoret.cal spcclations; it wants exciting experi¬ 
ments and. ,f possible, tangible results. And yet I 
remember one who ought to be well known to all of you 
in this place. I remrml>or our dear friend Tyndall, rejoic¬ 
ing over a new theory, because, as he said. ‘Thank Cod 
it wtl net produce any practical results; no one will ever 
be able to take out a patent and nuke money by it.’ 
Leibnir. I suppose, took no patent for his Differential 
Calculi, nor Sir Isaac Newton for his theory of gnvita- 
uon. Turning i„ u«t spirit of Tyndall’s, which has 
been so long the presiding spirit of this busy laboratory 
of thought. I hope that there may be some friends and 
admirers of his left within these walls, who arc willing 
to listen to mere speculation—speculations which will 
never produce any tangible resulis. in the ordinary 
•» the word, for which certainly no one can take cut a 
patent, or hope, if he had secured it, , 0 make any roanev 
b> it; and yet these speculations arc bound up with the 
nignest an* dearest interests of our life. 
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THE VEDANTA PHILOSOPHY 


What is important and what is merely curious 
The system of philosophy for which I venture to claim 
your attention is chieHy concerned with the Soul and u» 
relation to God. It comes to us from India, and is prob- 
ably more than two thousand years old. Now the soul 
is not a popular subject in these days. Even if its exist¬ 
ence is not denied altogether, it has long been ranged 
among subjects on which ‘it is folly to be vise.’ How- 
«-vrr. if 1 were to claim your attention for a Greek or 
German system of philosophy, if I were to tell you what 
Plato or Kant have said atom the soul, it is just possible 
that their savings might at least be considered as curious. 
But I roust say at once that this would not satisfy me at 
all. I look upon that word curious as a laiy and most 
objectionable word. If a man says, ‘Yes, that is very' 
curious/ What docs he mean? What he really means it 
this,—‘Ves, that is very curious, but no more. But wliy- 
no more? Not because it is of no importance in itself, 
but simply because in the pigeon-holes of hu own mind, 
there is no place as yet ready to receive it; simply because 
the chords of his mind are not attuned to it. and do not 
vibrate in harmony with it; simply because he has no real 
sympathy with it- To a well-stored mind and to a well- 
arranged intellect there ought to be nothing that is 
simply curious; nay it has been truly said that almost 
every great discovery, all real progress in human know¬ 
ledge is due to those who could discover behind what to 
the world at large scored merely curious, something 
icolly important, tomethirg pregnant with results. I he 
electric spark of the lightning has been curious as long 
as the world exists; it seems but yesterday that it has be¬ 
come really important. _ 

If my object were simply to amuse you I could place 
before vou a very large collection of soul-curios. tdl you 
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ever so many curious things about the sou!, sayings col¬ 
lected from uncivilized and from civilized races. There 
arc, first of all, the names of ihe wul, and some of them, 
no doubt, full of interest. Among the names applied to 
the soul, some mean breath, others heart, others midriff, 
other, blood, others the pupil of die eye, all showing that 
they were meant for something connected with the body, 
lomcihing ‘opposed to have its abode in the c)c, in the 
heart, in the blood or the breath, yet different from every- 
one of these coarse material objects. Other names are 
purely metaphorical, as when the soul was called a bird, 
not because it was believed to be a bird, caged in the 
body, but because it seemed winged in its flights of 
thought and fancy; or when it was called a shadow, not 
because it was believed to be the actual shadow which 
ihe body throws on a wall (though this is held by some 
philaophcrs), but because it was like a shadow, some¬ 
thing perceptible, yrt immaterial and not to be grasped. 
Of course, after the soul had once been likened to and 
called a shadow, every kind of superstition followed, till 
l>eople persuaded themselves that a dead body can no 
longer throw a shadow. Again, when the soul had once 
been conceived and named, its name, in Greek psyche 
(soul), was transferred to a butterfly, probably because the 

butterfly emerged winged from the prison of the chry¬ 
salis. And here, too, superstition soon stepped in and 
represented pictorially the soul of the departed as issuing 
from his mouth in the shape of a butterfly. There is 
hardly a tribe, however uncivilized and barbarous, which 
has not a name for soul, that is for something different 
from tile body, yet closely allied to it and hard at work 
within it. It was but lately that I received from the 
Bishop of North Caledonia a new metaphor for soul. 
The Zimshian Indians have a word which means both 
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soul and fragrance. When questional by the Bishop on 
die subject, the Indians replied: ‘Is not a nun’s soul to 
his body what the fragrance is to the Mower:-* This, no 
doubt, is as good a metaphor as any, and it may fairly 
claim a place by the side of Plato’s metaphor in the 
’Phaedo', where he compares lire soul to the harmonious 
music tliat cur be drawn from a lyre. 

If I wished to excite >«ur interest in a collection of 
such curios. I might place before you ever so many names, 
ever so many metaphors, ever so many sayings with refer¬ 
ence to the soul. Nay, if looked upon as contributions 
to a study of the evolution of the human mind, as docu¬ 
ments for the history of human wisdom or human folly, 
such curious sayings might even claim a certain scientific 
value, as giving us an insight into the ancient workshop 
of the human intellect. 

The Importance op rut- Vedanta Philosophy 
But I may say at once that I shall not be satisfied with 
metaphor, however poetical or beautiful, and that in 
placing before you an outline of the Vedanta Philosophy 
I have lar higher objects in view. I wish to claim the 
sympathy not only ol your mind, but of your heart for 
the profoundest thoughts cl Indian thinkers about the 
soul. After all, I doubt whether the soul has really lost 
with all of us that charm which it exercised on ancient 
thinkers. We still say, ‘What shall it profit a mail, if he 
shall gain the whole world, and lose his own soul? And 
how can we even claim to have a soul to lose, if we do 
not know what we mean by soul. But if it seem strange 
to you that the old Indian philosophers should have 
known more about the soul than Greek or Medixval or 
modem philosophers, let us remember that however 
much the telescopes for observing the stars of heaven have 
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been impiovcd, the observatories of the soul have re 
•nam:d much «l,c umc. for I cannot convince myself that 
ihc observations now made in the scxallcd phvsico 
psychological laboratories of Germany, however interesting 
to physiologists, would have proved of much hdp to o«ir 
Volaata philosophers. The rest and peace which are 
required for deep thought or for accurate obseivation of 
the movements of the soul, were more easily found in the 
silent forests of India than in the noisv streets of our so- 
called centres of cmli/ation. 


Opinions ok the Vedanta hv Satopi-s.iALut, Sir W. 

Jo.vks, ViOroK Cousin, F. Suhmr 

Anyhow, let me tell you that a philosopher so thoroughlv 
Jcquaimcd wuh all the historical systems of philosophy 
as •Scliopcnhaucr, ami certainly not a man given to deal 
•n extravagant praise of any philosophy but his own. 
delivered opmion of ihc Vedaum Philosophy, as con- 
tamed in the Upanisliads, in the following words: ‘In 
the whole world three is no study sp beneficial and so 
cicvating as that of the Upanishads. It has been the solace 
of my life, it will be the- solace of my death. 1 If these words 
of Schopenhauer's required any endorsement. I should 
willingly give it as Ihe result of my own experience during 
a long hie devoted ic the study of many philosophies and 
many religions. 

If philosophy is meant to be a preparation for a 
liappy death, or Euthanasia, I know of no better prepara- 
«ion lor it than the Vedanta Philosophy. 

Nee is Schopenhauer by any means the only authority 
who speaks in such npturous terms of the ancient philo 
*oph> of India, mote particularly of the Vedanta Philo 
sophy. • 



6 


IHF. VEDANTA PHILOSOPHY 


Sir William Jones, no mean authority as an oriental 
os well as a clinical scholar, remarks ‘that it is im¬ 
possible to read the Vetlanu or the miny fine composi¬ 
tions in illustration of it. without believing that Pytha¬ 
goras and Plato derived their sublime theories from the 
same fountain with the sages of India.’ 1 It is not quite 
clear whether Sir William Jones meant that the ancient 
Greek philosophers borrowed their philosophy from 
Indii. If he did, he would find few adherents in our 
time because a wider study of mankind has taught us 
that what was possible in one country, was possible in 
another also. But the fact remains nevertheless that the 
similarities between these t«o streams of philosophical 
thought in India and in Greece arc very startling, nay 
sometimes most perplexing. 

Victor Cousin, the greatest among the historians of 
philosophy in Fiance, when lecturing at Paris in the years 
1828 and 1829 on the history of modem philosophy, 
before an audience, we are told, of two thousand gentle¬ 
men spoke in the following terms: ‘When we read with 
attention the poetical and philosophical monuments of 
the East, above all, those cf India whidi arc beginning 
to spread in Europe, we discover there many a truth, and 
truths to profound, and whurh make sudi a contrast with 
the meanness of the results at which the European genius 
has sometimes stopped, that we are constrained to bend 
the knee before the philosophy of the East, and to see in 
(his cradle of the human race the native land of the 
highest philosophy.’’ 

German philosophers have always been the most 
ardmt admirers of Sanskrit literature, and more 
particularly, of Sanskrit philosophy. One of the 
earliest students of Sanskrit, the true discoverer of the 
existence of an Indo-European family of speech, Frede- 
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rick Schlcgcl, in his work on Indian Language. Litera¬ 
ture. and Philosophy (p. 471), remarks: ‘It cannot be 
denied that the eirly Indians possessed a knowledge of 
the true God; all their writings are replete with senti¬ 
ments and expressions, noble, dear, and severely grand, 
as deeply conceived and reverentially expressed as in any 
human language in which men hive spoken of their God.' 
And again; ‘Even the loftiest philosophy of the Euro¬ 
peans. the idealism of reason, as it is set forth by Greek 
philosophers, appears, in comparison with the abundant 
light and vigour o; Oriental idealism, like a feeble Promc- 
Ihcan spark in the full flood of heavenly glory of the 
noonday sum—faltering and feeble, and ever ready to be 
extinguished.’ 

And with regird more especially to the Vedanta 
Philosophy, he says: ‘The divine origin of man is conti¬ 
nually inculcated to stimulate his efforts to return, to 
animate him in tie struggle, and incite him to consider 
a reunion and reincorporation vith divinity as the one 
primary object of every action and exertion’.* 

The Vedanta, both Philosophy and Religion 
What distinguishes the Vedanta Philosophy from 
all other philosophies is that it is at the same time a reli¬ 
gion and a philosophy. With us the prevailing opinion 
seems to be that religion and philosophy are not only 
different, but that they arc antagonistic. It is true that 
there are constant attempts made to reconcile philosophy 
and religion. We can hardly open a Review without 
seeing a new Eirenicon between Science and Religion. 
We read not only of a Science of Religion, but even of a 
Religion of Science. But these very attempts, whether 
successful or not. show at all events that there has been 
a divorce between the two. And why? Philosophy as 
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well as religion it striving after truth; iLcn why should 
there be any antagonism between them? It hat often 
been said that rdigion placet all truth before us vitli 
authority, while philosophy appeals to the spirit of truth, 
that it, to our own private judgment, and leaves us per¬ 
fectly free to accept or reject the doctrines of others. But 
such an opinion betrays a strange ignorance of the history 
of religious. The founder of every new religion pos¬ 
sessed at first no greater authority than tie founder of a 
new school of philosophy. Many of them were scorned, 
persecuted, and even put to death, and their last appeal 
was always, what it ought to be—an appeal to the spirit 
of (ruth within us, and not to twelve legions of angels, 
nor, at in later times, to the decrees of Councils, to Papal 
Bulls, or to the written letter of a sacred book. No- 
whcrc, however, do we find what we find in India, where 
philosophy is looked upon as tire natural outcome of reli¬ 
gion; nay, as its most precious flower and fragrance. 
Whether religion leads to philosophy, or philosophy to 
religion, in India the two arc inseparable, aud they would 
never have been separated with us, if the fear of men had 
not been greater than the fear of God or cf Truth. While 
in other countries the few who had most deeply pon¬ 
dered on their religion and most fully entered into the 
spirit of Us founder, were liable to be called heretics by 
the ignorant many, nay were actually punished for the 
good work they had done in purifying religion fmin 
that oust of superstition that will always gather around 
it; in India the few were honoured and revered, even by 
•hose who could not yet follow them into the purer 
atmosphere of free and unfettered thought. Nor was 
there in India any necessity for honest thinkers to screen 
their doctrines behind the name of Esoteric Religion. If 
religion is to become esoteric in order to be allowed to 
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iivc, js it often is with us. what is the use of it? Why 
should rdigioiu convictions ever (c*x Uic light of day? 
And, what is even more creditable to the ancient be¬ 
liever* and philosophers of India, they never, in the 
exalted position which was allowed to them on account 
ol their superior knowledge and sancity. looked down 
with disdain on those who had not yet risen to their own 
height. They recognised the previous stages of submis¬ 
sive studentship and active citizenship as essential steps 
towards the freedom which they themselves enjoyed; nay. 
they admitted no one to their cun)]xtnionship who had 
not passed through these stages of passive obedience and 
practical usefulness. Three things they preached to them 
as with a voice of thunder: Damyata, Subdue yourselves, 
subdue the passions of the senses, or pride and selfwill; 
Dalta, Give, be liberal and charitable to your neighbours; 
and Dayadhvam, Have pity on those who deserve your 
pity, or, as we should say. ’Love your neighbours as your¬ 
selves.' These three commands, each beginning viih the 
syllable Da, were called the three Da's, and had to be ful 
filled before any higher light was to Ire hoped for* before 
the highest goal of the Veda, the Vedanta, could be reached. 

The Ur am shads as Vedanta 
Vedanta means the end of the Veda, whether we take 
it in the sense of the final portion, or the final object 
of the Veda. Now the Veda, as you know, is the old 
Bible of the Brjhraanas, and whatever sects and systems 
may have sprung up within their religion during the 
three thousand years of its existence, they all. with the 
except on of course of Buddhism, agree in recogniiing the 
Veda is the highest authority on all religious questions. 
The Vedanta philosophy thus recognises by its very name 
its dependence on the Veda, and oneness of religion and 
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philosophy. If wc ukc «hc word n iw widest sense, 
Veda, as you know, aicans knowledge, but it has become 
ihe special name of the Hindu Bible, and that Bible con¬ 
sists of three portions, the Samhit&s, or collections ol 
mctricil prayers and hymns of praise, the Br&hmanas, or 
prose '.realises on die sacrifices, and the Aianyakas, books 
intended for the dwellers in the forest, die most import¬ 
ant portion of which is formed by the Upanishads. These 
Upanishads arc philosophical treatises, and their funda¬ 
mental principle might seem with ut to be subver¬ 
sive o( all religion. In these Upanithads the whole ritual 
and sacrificial system of the Veda is not only ignored, but 
directly rejected as useless, nay as mischievous. The 
ancient gods of die Veda arc no longer recognised. And 
yet these Upanishads arc looked upon as perfectly ortho¬ 
dox, nay as the highest consummation of the Brahman ic 
religion. 

This was brought about by the recognition of a very 
simple fact which nearly all other religions seem to have 
ignored. It was recognised in India from very early times 
that the religion of a man cannot be and ought not to 
be the same as diat of a child; and again, that with 
the growth of the mind, the religious ideas of an cid man 
must differ from those of an active man of the world. It 
is useless to attempt to deny such facts. We know them 
all from the time when wc first emerge from the happy 
unconsciousness of a child’s faith, and have to struggle 
with important facts that press upon us from all sides, 
from history, from science, and from a knowledge of the 
world and of ourselves. After recovering from these 
struggles man generally takes his sund on certain convic¬ 
tions which he believes that he can honestly hold and 
honestly defend. There are certain questions which he 
thinks are settled once for all and never to^bc opened 
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again: there arc CCltoin atguuiciW* to which lie will not 

even linen, because, though he has no answer to them, he 
does not mean to yield to them. But when the evening 
of life draws near and softens the lights and shades of 
conflicting opinions, what to agree with the spirit of 
truth within becomes far dearer t» it man than to agree 
with the majority of the world without, th«c old ques¬ 
tions appeal to him once more, like long-forgotten 
friends; he leant* to bear with thoc from whom formerly 
he differed; and while lie is willing to part with all that 

it nrn-rurntial—and most religions differences teem to 
arise from non-c«en rials—he clings all the more firmly 
to the few strong and solid plankt that arc left to carry 
him into the harbour, no longer very distant from his 
sight. It is hardly credible how completely all other 
religions have overlooked these simple fact*, how they 

have tried to force on the old and wise the food that was 
meant for baba, and how they have thereby alienated 
and lost their best and strongest friends. It is therefore 
a lesson, all the more worth learning from history, that 
one teligion at least, and one of the most ancient, most 
powerful, and most widely spread religions, 1 m recog¬ 
nised this fact without the slightest hesitation. 

The Four Stacks of Live 

According to the ancient canons of the Brahmanic faith, 
each man has to pass through three or four stages. The 
first is that of discipline, which lasts from childhood to 
the age of manhood. During these years the young man 
is sent away from home to the hou*c of a teacher or Gum, 
whore he is to obey implicity. and to serve in every way. 
and vho in return has to teach him all that is necessary 
for life, and more particularly the Veda and what per¬ 
tains to £is religious duties. During all that time the pupil 
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IS supposed to be a mere passive recipient, a learner and 
believer. 

Then follows die second stage, the stage of man- 
hood, during which a man has to marry, to rear a family, 
and perform all those duties which are prescribed for a 
householder in the Veda and die I-aw-books. During 
these two periods no doubt is ever hinted as to the truth 
of their religion, or tlic binding fona of the law which 
everybody has to obey 

n«" with the thud period, which begins when a 
man’s hair lias turned white, and he has seen the children 
of his children, a new life opens, during which the father 

of the family may lcate his home and his village and 
retire into the forest with or without his wife. Daring 
that period he is absolved from the necessity of perform¬ 
ing any sacrifices, though he may or must undergo 
certain self-denials and penances, some of them extremely 
painful. He is then allowed to meditate with perfect 
freedom on the great problems of life and death. And 
for that purpose he is expected to study the Upanishads. 
contained in the Artvtyahu or Forest-books or rather, 
as books did not yet exist, lie is expected to learn their 
doctrines from the mouth of a qualified teacher In 
these Upanishads not only arc ail sacrificial duties 
rejected, but the very gods to whom the ancient pnyers 
of tlic Veda were addressed, arc put aside to make room 
for the One Supreme Being, called Bmhman* 

Rrt.snoN or hie Soui. (Atman) to Brahman (thf. 

Parama- atman) 

The same Upanishads had then to explain the true rela¬ 
tion between that Brahman, the Supreme Being, and the 
soul of roan. The soul of man was called Atman, literally 
the self, also Ji vat man, the living self; and aftcrf.the sub- 
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stantial unity of the living or individual self with the 
supreme Being or Brahman had been discovered, that 
Brahman was called the Highest Self or Parama-atman. 
These terms Brahman and Atman, Jivatman and Param- 
aiman have to be carefully remembered in order to under¬ 
stand tire Vedanta philosophy. Self, you will perceive, is a 
rar more abstract name than soul, but it is meant to 
express what other nations have expressed by less abstract 
terms, such as soul, tnima, psyche or pneuma. Every one 
of the* names has still something left of its original predi¬ 
cative power, such as moving or breathing, while atman, 
self, heron: it was chosen as a name for soul, had become a 
mere pronoun, free from any metaphorical taint, and 
asserting nothing beyond existence or self-existence. 

These terms were not new technical terms coined by 
philosophers. Some of them arc very old terras which 
occur in the oldest Vcdic compositions, in the hymns, 
the Brbhmanas. and finally in the Upanishads. 

The etymological, that is the original, meaning of 
Brahman is doubtful, and it would take up too much of 
our time at present, were I to attempt to examine all the 
explanations of it which have been proposed by Indian 
and European scholars. I hope to return to it after¬ 
wards.' For the present I can only say that Brahman 
seems 10 me to have meant originally what bursts forth or 
breaks forth, whether in the shape of thought and word, 
or in die shape of creative power or physical force 

The etymology of aunan also is difficult, and this 
very difficulty shows :hat both these words. Brahman and 
Atman, are very ancient, and, from the point of view of 
historical Sanskrit, belong to a prehistoric layer of San¬ 
skrit. But whatever was the ciymcJogical meaning of 
aunan, whether breath or anything else, it had, in the 
Veda already, become a mere pronoun; it meant seif, jusc 
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like the Latin ipse, acd it was after it meant ipse, that it 
was used to express the ipseitas of man, the essence or 
soul of roan, and likewise of God. 

Unsystematic Qiabacixr or hie Upanishads 
We can watch the growth of these thoughts in the 
Upanhhads, and their more systematic treatment in the 
Vcdantasutras. When we read the Upanishads, the 
imprestion they leave on our mind is that they are 
sudden intuitions «» inspirations, which sprang up here 
and there, and were collected afterwards. And ye: there 
is system in all these dreams, there is a common back¬ 
ground to all these visions. There is even an abundance 
of technical terms used by different speakers so exactly 
in the same sense, that one feels certain that behind all 
these lightning-flashci of religious and philosophical 
thought there is a distant past, a dark background of 
which sve shall never know the beginning. There arc 
words, there arc phrases, there arc vholc lines and verses 
which recur in different Upanishads. and which must 
have been drawn from a common treasury; bat w 
Teccive no hint as to who collected that treasary. or 
where it was hidden, and yet accesiiblc to the sages of 
the Upanishads. 

This name of Upanishad means etymologically 
'sitting near a person', the French < fence or session, and 
these Upanishads may represent to us the outcome of 
•sittings’ or ‘gatherings’ which took place under the 
shelter of mighty trees in the forests, where old sages 
and ilrcir disciples met together and poured out what 
they had gathered during days and nights spent «n quiet 
solitude and meditaiion. When we speak of forests, we 
-must not think of a wilderness. In India the forest near 
-the village was like a happy retreat, cool and silent. with 
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Howcrs and birds, vitli 1 sowers and hut*. Think what 
iheir life must have been in these forests, with few cares 
and fewer ambitions! What should they think and talk 
about, if not how they came to be where they were, and 
what they were, and what they would be hereafter. The 
lonu of dialogue is very common in these works, and 
they also contain the discussions of a larger number of 
sages, who arc so terribly earnest in their endeavours 
after truth that they willingly offer their heads to their 
adversaries, if they can prove them wrong. But while 
there is a complete absence of systematic teaching in these 
Upanishads, they oiler us once more the valuable specta¬ 
cle not only of what it is now the fashion to call evolu¬ 
tion, but of real historical growth. 

Growth of Reucious and Philosophic Thought 
before the Upanishads 

Thf.re arc indeed a few traces left of a previous growth 
in the spiritual life of the Brithmanas, and we must dwell 
for a moment on these antecedents of the Upanishads, 
in order to understand the point from whence the 
Vedanta philosophers started. I have often pointed out 
that the real importance, nay the unique character of 
the Veda will always be, not so much its purely chrono¬ 
logical antiquity, great though it be. as the opportunity 
which it affords us of watching the active process of the 
fermentation of early thought. We sec in tfcc Vedic 
hymns the first revdation of Deity, the first expressions 
of surprise and suspicion, the first discovery that behind 
this visible and perishable world there must b: some¬ 
thing invisible, imperishable, eternal or divine. No one 
who has read the hymns of the Rig veda can dcubt any 
longer as to what was the origin of the earliest Aryan 
religion gnd mythology. Nearly all the leading deities 
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of ihc Veda bear ihc unmistakable traces of their physi¬ 
cal character. Their very names tell ns that the; were 
in the beginning names of the great phenomena of 
nature, of fire, water, rain and storm, of sun and moon, 
of heaven and earth. Afterwards, we can sec how these 
so-called deities and heroes became the centres of mytho¬ 
logical traditions, wherever the Aryan speakers settled, 
whether in Asia or in Europe. This is a result gained 
once for all. and «hi. light ha, shed its rays far beyond 
the Vedic mythology and religion, and lightened up the 
darkest comers in the history- of the mythological and 
religions thoughts of the other Aryan nations, nay of 
nationi unconnected by their language with the speakers 
of Aryan speech. 

In the same way the growth of the divine idea is 
laid bire in die Veda as it Ls nowhere else, "'c see 
before our eyes who the bright powers of heaven and 
earth were that became the Devas, the. Bright ones, or 
the Gods, the deities of other countries. We see how 
these individual and dramatic deities ceased to satisfy 
their early worshippers, and we find the incipient 
,easoners postulating One God behind all the deities of 
the earliest pantheon. As early a writer as Yaska about 
'>00 no. has formed to himself a systematic theology, and 
represents all the Vedic deities as really three, those like 
the Fire, whose place is on earth, those like Indra. whose 
place is in the air. and those like the Sun. whose place is 
in the sky; nay he tfcclares that it is owing to tire great¬ 
ness of the deity th* the one Divine Self is celebrated a* 
if it were many. 7 

Bum in one God 

We sec. however, in the ancient hymns already, say- 
1500 B.c., incipient traces of this yearning aftcr^onc God. 
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The god*, though lepnrate individualities, are not repre¬ 
sented as limited by other gods, but each god is for the 
time being implored as supreme, a phase of religious 
thought, which has been described by the name of 
Henotheism, as distinguished from the ordinary Poly¬ 
theism Thus one of the Vedic gedu, Indra, the god of 
the air, is called Vbvakarman, the Maker of all things, 
while the Sun (Savitar) is invoked as Prajapati, the Lord 
of all living beings. In some places this One as a neuter, 
is called the great Divinity of all the gods. mahU devd- 
tidm asuratvam ekam.‘ 

These were indord giant strides, and we can watch 
them clearly in different parts of the Veda, from the 
simplest invocations of the unknown agents behind sun 
and moon, heaven and earth, to the discovery of the One 
God. the Maker of heaven and earth, the Lord and 
Father, and lastly to the faith in one Divine Essence 
(Brahman), of which the Father or Maker of all things 
is what they call the pralika or face, or manifestaiion or. 
as we should say, the persona, the mask, the person. 

This was the final outcome of religious thought, 
beginning with a most natural faith in invisible powers 
or agents behind the startling drarra of nature, aad end¬ 
ing with a belief in One Great Power, the unknown, or 
rather the unseen Cod, worshipped, though ignorantly 
worshipped, through many years by the poets of the 
Vcdic age. It was this treasure of ancient religious 
thought which the sages of the Upanishads inherited 
from their forefathers, and we shall now have to sec 
what use they made of it, and how they diseovtred at 
last the tnre relation between what we call the Divine 
or the Infinite, as seen objectively in nature, and the 
Divine or the Infinite as perceived subjectively in the 
soul of man. We shall then be better able to under- 
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stand how they elected on this andent foundation what 
was at the same tine the most sublime philosophy and 
the most satisfying icligiou, the Valama. 

Two Forms of the Vedanta 
When we speak of Vedanta philosophy we must distin¬ 
guish between two forms in which we possess it. We 
possess it in an unsystematic form, nay as a kind of 
wild growth in the Upanishads, and we have it once 
more carefully elaborated, and fully systematized in the 
Vedanta-sutras. These Sutras are ascribed to Badara- 
yana,® whose date, is usual, is disputed. They do not 
form i book, in our sense of the weed, for they are really 
no more than headings containing the quintessence of 
the Vedanta philosophy. By them>elves they would be 
completely unintelligible, but if learnt by heart, is they 
were and still are. they would no doubt form a very use¬ 
ful thread through the labyrinth of the Vedanta. By 
the side of these Sutras, however, there must always have 
existed a body of oral teaching, and it was probably this 
traditional teaching which was gathered up at last by 
Sankara, the famous teacher of die Vedanta, in his so- 
tailed comiocniary or Bhashya on the Sutras. That 
Bhashya, however, so far from being a mere commen¬ 
tary. may in fact be regarded as the real body of the 
Vedanta doctrines, to which the Satras form no more 
than a useful index. Yet these Sutras must soon have 
acquired an independent authority, for they were inter¬ 
preted in different ways by different philosophers, by 
Sankara, by Ramanuja**, Madhva, Vallabha, and others, 
who became the founders of different Vedanta" sects, 
all appealing to the Sutras as their highest authority. 

'Ihe most extraordinary feature of this Vedanta 
philosophy consists, as 1 remarked before, in its being an 
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independent system of philosophy, yet entirely depen¬ 
dent on the Upanishads, a part cl the Veda, nay chiefly 
occupied with proving that all its doctrines, to the very 
minutest points, are derived from the revealed doctrines 
of the Upanishads, if only properly undemood, that 
they arc in perfect harmony with revelation, and that 
there are no contradictions whatever between the various 
Upan:shads themselves. 

UPANISHADS 7SKA1TO AS RSVBALtD, NOT AS HISTORICAL 

Books 

It was necessary to do this, for the Upanishads were be¬ 
lieved to be divine revelation, «nd this belief was so 
(irmly established that even the boldest philosophers in 
India had to reconcile their own doctrines with those of 
their ancient inspired teachers. This is done with the 
most extraordinary ingenuity and perseverance worthy 
of a better cause.'- 9 To us the Upanishads have, of 
course, a totally different Interest. We svatdr in them 
the liistorical growth -of philosophical thought, and arc 
not eflended therefore by the variety of their opinions. 
On the contrary, we expect to find variety, and arc 
even pleased when we find independent thought and 
apparent contradictions between individual teachers, al¬ 
though the general tendency of all is the same. Thus we 
find side by side such utterances as ‘In the beginning 
there was Brahman', ‘In the beginning there was Self, 
•In the beginning there was water’. In the beginning 
there was nothing, ‘In die beginning there was some¬ 
thing’. or to translate these two sentences more correctly 
into the language of our European philosophy, ‘In the 
beginning there was the me on (no name) and ‘In die 
beginning there was to on (the name). We meet even in 
the Upanishads themselves with discussions provoked by 
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ihoc conuadiccoi y statements and intended to reconcile 
them. as when we rad in the Chhandogya. 11 'But how 
could that which is, be bom of that which is not? No, mv 
son, tLat only which is, was in the beginning, one only, 
without a second.' 1 * But while in the Upanishads these 
varioui guesse* at troth seem thrown out at haphazard, 
they were afterwards woven together with wonderful 
patience and ingenuity. 14 The uniform purpose run¬ 
ning through all of them, was clearly brought out, and 
a system of philosophy was erected out of such diverse 
materials, which is not only perfectly coherent, but quite 
clear and distinct on almost every point of doctrine. 
Though here and there the Sutras admit of diicrgcnt 
interpretations, no doubt is left on any important 
point of Sankara’s philosophy; which is more than can 
be said of any system of philosophy from the days of 
Plato to the days of Kant. 

Moral Preparation for the Stuiy of the Vemnta 
The study of phtloscphy in India was not only an in¬ 
tegral part of the religion of the Briihmanas, but it was 
based from the very beginning on a moral foundation. 
We saw already that no one was admitted to the study 
of the Upanishads who had not born properly initiated 
and introduced by a qualified teacher, and who hsd not 
fulfilled the duties, both civil and religious, incumbent 
on a householder. But even that vas not enough. No 
one ms supposed to be fit for true philosophical specu¬ 
lation who had not completely subdued his passions. 
The sea must no lonjcr be swept by storms, if it is to 
reflect the light of the sun in all its divine calmness and 
purity. Hence, even the hermit in the forest was ex¬ 
pected to be an ascetic, and to endure severe penances 
a* a help for extinguishing all the passions th*t might 
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distuib lii> peace. And It was not only tlie body that 
had to be subdued and hardened against all external 
disturbances such as heat and cold, hunger and thirst. 
Six things had to be acquired by the mind, namely tran¬ 
quility,** restraint, self-denial, long-suffering, collected- 
ne«, »nd faith. It ha* been thought 1 ’ that thi* quiet¬ 
ness ii hardly the best outfit for a philosopher, who, ac¬ 
cording to our views of philosophy, is to pile Ossa on 
Pelion in order to norm the fortress of truth and to 
conquer new realms in earth and heaven. But we must 
remember that the object of the Vedanta to «h«w 
that vc have really nothing to conquer but ourselves, 
that we possess everything within us, aud that nothing 
is required but to shut our eyes and our hears against 
the illusion of the world in order to find ourselves richer 
than heaven and earth. Even faith, sraddha", which 
has given special of cnee as a requisite for philosophy, 
became philosophy, according to Descartes, ought to 
begin with de omnibus dubitnre (to have doubts regard¬ 
ing everything), has its legitimate place in the Vedanta 
philosophy, for, like Kant's philosophy, it leads ut on to 
see that many things are beyond the limits of human 
undemanding, and must be accepted or believed, with¬ 
out being understood. 

How seriously md religiously philosophy was taken 
up by the Vedantisis, we see from what are considered 
the essential requisites of a true philosopher. He ought 
to have surrendered all desire for rewards in this life or 
in the life to come. He ought therefore never to dream 
of acquiring wealth, of founding a school, of gaining a 
name in history; he ought not even to think cf any re- 
compose !u a belter life. All this may sound very 
unreal, but I cannot help thinking that in ancient India 
these things were real, for why should they have been 
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imagined? Life was as yet so simple, so unanilicial. 
that there was no excuse for unrealities. The ancient 
Brfihmanas never seem to pose—they hardly had a public 
to pose to. There were no other nations to watch them, 
or if there were, they were barbarians in the eyes of the 
Briihmanas. and their applause would have counted for 
nothing. I do not mean to say that the ancient Hindu 
philosophers were made altogether of a better stuf than 
we ourselves. I only mean that many of the tempta¬ 
tions :o which our modem philosophers succumb, did 
not exist in the days of the Upanishads. Without wish¬ 
ing to draw any disjaraging comparisons, I thought it 
necessary to point out some of the advantages which the 
ancient thinkers of India enjoyed in their solitude, in 
order to account foi the extraordinary fact that after 
2,000 rears their works arc still able to rivet our atten¬ 
tion, vhile with us, in spite of advertisements, of friend¬ 
ly and unfriendly reviews, the philcsopliical book of the 
season is so often the book of one season only. In India 
the prevailing philosophy is still tbc Vedanta, and now 
that printing of ancient Sanskrit teats has set in and be¬ 
come profitable, there arc more new editions published 
of the Upanishads and Sankara in India 1 ’ than of Des¬ 
cartes and Spinoza in Europe. Why is that? I believe 
much of the excellency of the ancient Sanskrit philo¬ 
sophers is due to their having been undisturbed by the 
thought of there being a public to please or critics to ap¬ 
pease. They thought of nothing but the work they had 
determined to «lo: their one idea was to make it is per¬ 
fect as it could be made. There sras no applause they 
valued, unless it came from their equals or their betters; 
publishers, editors, and log-rollers did not yet exist. 
Need we wonder then that their work was done as well 
as it could be done, and that it has lasted for thousands 
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of yean? The ancient UpanishaUk describe ihc properly 
qualificd student of philosophy in the following words: 9 * 
*Hc therefore who knows the Self, after having 
become quiec. subdued, satisfied, patient, and collected, 
sees self in Self, sees all as Self. Evil docs not overcome 
him. fee overcomes all evil. Evil does not burn him. he 
burns all evil. Free front evil, free from spots, free from 
doubt, he becomes a true Brdhmana.’ 

Mistrust in the Evidence or the Senses 
Another essential requisite for a student of philosophy 
was the power to distinguish between what is eternal and 
what is not. This distinction lies no doubt at the root 
of all philosophy. Philosophy begins when men, after 
luving gazed on the world, suddenly stare and start, and 
ask. What an thou? There are minds perfectly satisfied 
with things as they appear, and quite incapable of appre¬ 
hending anything except what is risible and tangible. 
They would hardly know what is meant by anything in¬ 
visible or eternal, least of all could they bring themselves 
to believe that what is invisible is alone real and eternal, 
while what is visible is by its very nature unreal or 
phenomenal only, changeable, perishable, and non-eternal. 
And >ct they might have lcamt from St. Paul that the 
things which are seen arc temporal: but the things which 
are net seen, eternal. To the Brdhmanas to be able to 
mistrust the evident* of the senses was the very trst step 
in philosophy, and they had learnt from the remotest 
times the lesson that all secondary, nay all primary qua¬ 
lities also, are and can be subjective only. In later times 
they reduced these ancient philosophical intuitions to a 
system, and they reasoned them out with aa exact¬ 
ness which may well excite our surprise and admira¬ 
tion. » 
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Metaphorical Language ur the Upanishaw 
In the earliest period of philosophic thought, however, 
which is represented to us by some of the Upanishads. 
they were satisfied with prophetic visions, and these 
were often expressed in pregnant metaphors only. The 
phenomenal world vas to them like the mirage of the 
desert, visible, but unreal, exciting thirst, but never 
quenching it. The terror of the world was like the 
fright occasioned by what seemed a snake in the dark, 
but in the light of day or of truth, proved to be a rope 
only. If asked why the Infinite Should be perceived by 
us as qualified, they answered: Look at the air in the 
sky. it is not blue; yet we cannot help seeing it as blue. 
If asked how the Ore Infinite Being, the One without a 
Second, could appear as many in this world, they said: 
Look at the waves u( the sea, and the ripples in the 
rivers and the lakes: in every’ one there is the lun re¬ 
flected a thousand-fold—yet we know that there is but 
one sun, though our eyes cannot bear its great glory and 
its dau'.ing light. 

It is intcicsting. however, to observe how carefully 
Sankara guards against the abuse ol metaphorical illustra¬ 
tion. He knows that omrte simile claudicat (everything 
similar conceals ). An illustrative simile, he says very truly, 
is meant to illustrate one point only, not all; otherwise it 
would not be a simile. He goes on to remark that the com 
parisem of Brahman or the Highest Self, as reflected in the 
variety of this universe, with the sun or moon, as reflect¬ 
ed in the water, may seem not quite admissible, because 
the sun has a certain form, and comes in contact with 

the water which i» different from it and at a dittancr 
from it. Here we can understand that there should be 
an image of the sun in the water. But the Atman or 
the Highest Self has no form, and as it is present every- 
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where and all is identical with it, there arc no limiting 
conditions difierent from it. But he continues, if there¬ 
fore it should be objected that the two instances are not 
parallel, we answer: ‘The parallel instance (of the sun's 
reflection in the water) holds gcod, since one common 
feature—with reference to which alone the comparison 

is instituted—docs exist. Whenever two things arc com¬ 
pared, they arc so with reference to some particular 
point only which they arc thought to have in common. 
Entire equality between two things can never be demon¬ 
strated; indeed if it eould be demonstrated, there would 
be an end of that particular relation which gives rise to 
a comparison.’ Sankara therefore was fully aware of the 
dangerous nature of comparisons which have often 
done so much mischief in philosophical and religious 
discussions, bv being extended beyond their proper 
limits. But even then he is not yet satisfied. He seems 
to sty, I am net answerable for the comparison; it 
occurs in the Veda itself, and whatever occurs in the 
Veda, must be right. This shows that even a belief in 
literal inspiration k not a new invention. He then adds 
that the special feature on which the comparison rots is 
only the participation ‘in the increase and decrease’. 
What he means is that the reflected image of the sun ex¬ 
pands, when the surface of the water expands, and con¬ 
tracts when the’ water contracts; that it trembles when 
the water trembles, and divides when the water is divid¬ 
ed. It thus participates in all the attributes and condi¬ 
tions of the water; while the real sun remains all the 
time the same. Similarly the Brahman, the Supreme 
being, although in reality uniform and never changing, 
participates, as it vere, in the attributes and states of the 
bodv and the other limiting conditions (or up&dhis) 
within'which it abides; it grows with them as it were. 
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decreases Will, them is ii were, and so on. Hence, a* two 
things compared posies ceruin features in common, no 
valid objcciion can be made lo the companion. 

Thii will show you that, lrowcrer poetical and some- 
nmes chaotic the language of the Upanishads may be. 
Sankara, the author of the great commentary on the 
Vedama-sutras, knows how to reason accurately and 
logically, and would be able to hold his own against any 
opponent, whether Indian or European. 

There i» another well-known simile in the Upa- 
nishadi, intended to illustrate the doctrine that Bnhman 
is both the material and the efficient cause of the world, 
that tlx world is mace not only by God. but also of God! 
How can that be? the pupil asks, and his teacher answen: 
•Look at the spider who with the utmost intelligence 
draws the threads of its wonderful net out of its own 
body/ What he meant was of course no more than an 
illustration that should help his pupil to understand 
what was meant by Brahman being at the same time the 
material and the efficient cause of the web of the creat¬ 
ed world. But what has been the consequence? Some 
ot the earliest missionaries related that the god of the 
Brahmanas was a large black spider sitting in the centre 
of die universe, and creating the world by drawing it out 
like threads from its own body. 

Comparisons, you tee. arc dangerous things, unless 
they arc used cautiously, and though the Upanishads 
abound with poetical metaphors we shall see that no one 
could have availed himself of these philosophical similes 
with greater caution than Sankara, the author of die 
classical work on the Vedanta philosophy. 
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The Soul and God 

Extracts from the Upaxisiiads 

1. From the Katha Upanishad 

I shall to-day give you first of all a few specimens of the 
style in which the Upanishads arc written. 

In one of the Upanishads we read of a father who 
glories in having made a complete and perfect sacrifice 
by surrendering all that he could Gill his own. to the 
gods. Thereupon his son. his only son, seems to have 
taunted him with not haring sacrificed him also to the 
gods. This has been considered as a survival of human 
sacrifices in India, just as Abraham’s willingness to sacri¬ 
fice Isaac has been accepted as a proof of the former exis¬ 
tence of similar sacrifices among the Hebrews. It may 
be so. but nothing is said in our case of a real killing of 
the son. Alter the father has said that he would give his 
son to Death, we find at once that the son has entered 
the abode of Death (Yama Vaivasvata), and that, in the 
absence of Death, there i* no one to receive him with the 
honours due to a brfilimana. Hence when the lord of the 
Departed, Yama, returns alter three days' absence, he 
expresses his regret, and offers the young man three boon* 
to choose. The young philosopher asks first that his 
father may not be angry with him, when he returns (so 
he evidently means to return to life), and secondly that 
he may acquire the knowledge ot certain sacrificial act* 
which lead to happiness in Paradise. But for the third 
boom Ije will accept nothing but a knowledge of what 
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become ot man afte dcaih. ‘There is that doubt.’ he 
sa>s ‘when a man is dead, some saying, he is; others, he 
is not. This I should like to know, taught by thee, this 
is the third of my boons.' 

Yana, the god of death, decline to answer that 
ejucstioa, and tempts the young man with every kind of 
gift, promising him wealth, beautiful women, a long 
life, and pleasures of every kind. But his guest resists 
and says: * “These things last till to-morrow, O Death, and 
they wear out the vigour of our senses. Even the whole of 
our life is short. Keep thy horses, keep dance and song for 
thyself. No man can be made happy by wealth. Shall we 
possess wealth, when we see thee, O Death?’ 

In the end Death has to yield. He has promised 
the three boons, and he must fulfil his promise. All this 
throws i bright light on the state of life and the state of 
thought in India, say 3,000 years ago. Eor although all 
this is poetry, we must remember that poetry always 
presupposes reality, and that no poets could have sue- 
ccssfully appealed to human sympathy, unless they had 
struck chords which could vibrate in response. 

Then Yama says: ‘After pondering on all pleasures 
that are or seem delightful, thou hast dismissed them all. 
Thou hist not gone into the road that lcadeth to wealth, 
by which many go to destructions. Fools dwelling in 
darkness, wise in their own conceit, and puffed up with 
vain knowledge, go round and round, staggering to and 
fro, like blind men led by the blind. The Hereafter 
never rises before the eyes of the thoughtless child, de¬ 
luded by the delusion of wealth. "This is the world,’' 
he thinks, "there is no other”—and thus he falls again 
and again under my sway’—the sway of death. 

After Yania has convinced himself that his young 
Brahmana guest has subdued all passions, and that 
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neither sacrifice nor faith in the ordinary gods, nor hope 
for happiness in heaven, will satisfy him, he begins to 
indicate to him the true nature of the Brahman, which 
forms the eternal reality of the world, in order to lead 
him on to see the oneness of his soul, that is. of his self 
with Brahman: for this, according to the Upaniihadi, i* 
true immortality. ‘The Self,' he says, ‘smaller than small, 
greater than gTcat. is hidden in the heart of the creature. 
A man who is free from desires and free from grief, sees 
the majesty of the Self by the grace of the Creator.* 

'That Self cannot be gained by the Veda nor by. 
undemanding, nor by much learning. He whom the 
Self chooses, by him the Self can be gained. The Self 
chooses him as his own.’ 

This idea that the knowledge of Self docs not come 
by study nor by good works, but by the grace or the free 
choice of the Self, is familiar to the authors of the Upa- 
nishads, but it is not the same as what was called before 
the grace of the Creator. 

Then he goes on: ‘No mortal lives by the breath 
that goes up and by the breath that goes down.—what 
we should call the breath of life. We live by another, 
in whom these two repose.’—Here wc sec that the 
Brihmanas had clearly perceived the difference between 
the organic life of the body, and the existence of the Self, 
a difference which many philosophers of much later times 
have failed to perceive. 

And again: ‘He, the highest Person, who is awake 
in men’ while they are asleep, shaping one lovely sight 
after another, that indeed is the Bright, that is Brahman, 
that alone is called the Immortal. All worlds are con¬ 
tained in it, and no one goes beyond/ 

4 As the one fire, after it has entered the world, 
though rfmc, becomes like unto every form which it takes- 
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(like unto whatever ii buru»), thus die one Self villain 
all things becomes different, according to whatever it 
<nten,—but it exists also without.' 

‘/Vs the sun, the eye of the whole world, is noi con¬ 
taminated by the external impurities seen by the eyes, 
alius the one Self within all tilings is never contaminated 
by the misery of the world, being himself without.' 

Hcie you see the transcendent character of the Self 
maintained, even after it has become incarnate, jest as 
we hold that God is present in all things, but also trans¬ 
cends them. 1 Again, he so)*: ‘There is one ruler, the 
Self within all tilings, who makes the one form manifold. 
The wise who perceive him within their self or soal, to 
■them belongs eternal happiness, not to others.' 

'Hi> form is not to be seen, no one beholds him 

with the eye. He is imaged by the heart, by wiidotn. 
by the mind. Those who know this arc immortal.' 

It is remarkable how little the mind of the 
author of this Upanishad, whoever he may have been, 
is concerned with anything like prosing the immortality 
of the soul by arguments. And the same applies to the 
religiom of most of the ancient people of the world, nay, 
even to the religious of savage and uncivilized races with 
whose opinions concerning the soul and its fate after 
death we are acquainted. No attempt is ever made to 
collect argument* in support of the soul’s immortality, 
for the simple reason, it would scan, that though there 
■was undeniable evidence of the decay and final decom¬ 
position of the body, nothing like the death of the soul 
had ever come within human cognizance. The ideas as 
to the manner of life which the soul would lead after 
death arc, no doubt, often very childish and imperfect, but 
the idea that the soul would come to a complete end after 
all ideas, belongs decidedly to a later age. Lik* other 
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sacred writings, ihe Upanishads also indulged in ihe most 
fanciful description* of the abode of the soul after death, 
and their conceptiors of the happiness or unhappiness of 
the departed spirits arc hardly superior to those of the 
Greeks. It may lia\c been the very fancifulness of these 
description- that raised the doubts of more serious 
thinkers, ana' thus made them throw up their belief in the 
vulgar immorality cf the souls, together with their old 
belief in Elysian fields and Isles of the Blessed. The Upa¬ 
nishads. however, adopt a much wiser course. They do 
not argue against the popular belief, they leave the old 
belief as useful to those who know no higher happiness 
than an increase of the happiness which they enjoyed in 
this life, and who, by good works, had deserved the fulfil¬ 
ment of their human hopes and wishes. But the/ reserve 
a higher immortality, or rather the only true immortality, 
for those who had gained a knowledge of the eternal 
Brahman and of their identity with it, and who could as 
little doubt of their existence after death, as they doubted 
of their existence before death. They knew that their 
true being, like that of Brahman, was without beginning 
and therefore without end, and they were wise enough not 
to indulge in any prophetic visions as to the exact form 
which their future existence would assume. Immortality 
is represented as the result of knowledge. Man is im¬ 
mortal as soon as he knows himself, or rather his self, that 

is, as soon as he knows the eternal Self within bin. 

The whole of this philosophy may be called the com¬ 
mon property of the ancient thinkers of India. It was 
natural enough that it should not have been taught to 
children or to people unfit as yet for higher thought; but 
no pcison qualified by birth and education wa* kept from 

it. All that strikes us is a certain reticence, even on the 
part of Death, when he is made to communicate his know- 
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ledge lo his young guest. We see that the teacher is fully 
aware of the high value of his knowledge, and tha: he en¬ 
trusts it to his pupil rather grudgingly, and as the most 
precious thing he lias to give. 

II. From the Matthayana Upakishad 
we shall see the same hesitation in another episode taken 
from the Mnitrayana Upanishad. Here it is not a young 
Brahraana, but an old king who had surrendered the crown 
to his son and retired into the forest to meditate on life 
and death. He there meets a wise hermit, and throws him¬ 
self at his feet, saying: 'O Saint, I know not the Seif, thou 
knowest its essence. Teach it to me.' 

Here also the tcidicr tells the king at first that what 
he asks is difficult to teach. But the king insists. ‘What is 
the use of the enjoyment of pleasures,' he says, ‘in this 
offensive, unsubstantial body—a mere mass of bones, skin, 
sinews, marrow, flesh, seed, blood, mucus, tears, phlegm, 
ordure, water, bile and slime? What is the need of the en¬ 
joyment of pleasures in this body which is assailed by lust, 
hatred, greed, delusion, fear, anguish, jealousy, separation 
from vhai vve love, union with what »e do not love, hunger, 
thirst, old age, death, illness, grief and other evils? We sec 
that all is perishable, like these insects, like herbs and trees, 
growing and decaying. Mighty rulers of empires, wieldcrs 
of bows—then follows a long list of names—have before the 
eyes of their whole family surrendered the greatest happi¬ 
ness and passed on from this world to the next. Great 
oceans have been dried up, mountains have fallen, eren the 
pole-star moves*, the ropes that hold the stars have been 
cut*, the earth has been submerged* and the very gods 
have fled from their places. In such a world as this, 
what is the use of tbc enjoyment of pleasures, if lie who 
has fed on them has to return again and again!'—(You 
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kc here the fear of another life; the fear, not of death, 
but of birth, which run* through the whole of Indian 
philosophy.) 'Deign therefore,' he says. ‘to take me out. 
In thi* world I am like a frog in a dry well. 0 Saint, 
thou art the way, thou art my way.' 

Theu follows the teaching, not, however, from the 
teacher's own mind, but as ho himself had been taught by 
another teacher, called Maitri. And Maitri, again, is not 
represented as what we should call the author, but he also 
Wales only what had been revealed by Prajapati. the lord 
of creatures, to some other saints, the Valakliilyas. All 
this shows a distant historical background, and however 
fanciful some of the details may seem to us, we get the 
impression that the life, described in these Upanishad* 
was a real life, that in the very remotest times the settlers 
in thit beautiful and over-fertile' country were occupied in 
reasoning out the thoughts which are recorded in the 
Upanishads, that they were really a race of men different 
from us. different from any other race, that they cared more 
for invisible than for visible things, and that kings and 
prince* among them really descended from their thrones 
and left their palaces, in order to meditate in the dark 
and cool groves of their forests, on the unsolved prob¬ 
lems of life and death. At a much later time Gautama 
Buddha did the same, and it would be carrying histori¬ 
cal scepticism too far were we to doubt his having beer* 
the sen of a prince or nobleman who gave up hs throne 
and everything he possessed, in order to become a philo¬ 
sopher and afterwards a teacher. When we see how 
his success among the people depended on the very fact 
of his having sacritied crown and wealth, wife and child, 
to become a Buddha and a saviour; nay. when we see 
how one of the strongest reproaches addressed to him by 
the Bribmanas was that he, being a Kshatrna cr nobles 
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man, should have ventured to assume the oficc of a 
spiritual teacher, we tan hardly dcubt that wc are dealing 
here with historical facts, however they may have been 
embellished by his enthusiastic followers. 

In our Upaniihad the first question asked is: ‘O 
Saint, this body is without intelligence, like a <art. By 
whom has this body been made intelligent, and who is 
die driver of it?’ Then Prajapati answers that it is He 
who is standing above, passionlesi amidst the objects of 
the world, endless, imperishable, unborn and indepen¬ 
dent. that it is Brahman that made this body intelligent 
and is the driver of it. 

Then a new question follows, namely, How a being 
without passions and desires could have been moved to 
do this, and the answer is somewhat mythological, for 
we are told that Prajapati (Vina) stood alone in the 
beginning, that he had no happiness when alone, and 
that meditating on himself he ceated many creatures. 
He looked on them and saw they were like stone, with¬ 
out understanding, and standing about like lifeless posts. 
He had no happiness, and thought he would enter into 
them that they might awake. This he achieved In his 
own peculiar way. and then became the subjective prin¬ 
ciple within them, though he himself remained unmov¬ 
ed aad undefiled. Then follow physiological and psy¬ 
chological details, which wc may pass over. There fol¬ 
low beautiful passages declaring the presence of Brah¬ 
man in the sun and in other parts of nature; but the end 
is always the same, that ‘He who is in the fire, and He 
who is in the heart, and He who is in the sun. are all 
one and the same,’ md that he who knows this becomes 
one with the One.’ ‘As birds and deer do not ap¬ 
proach a burning mountain, so sins never approach 
those who know Brahman.' And again,* 'Through the 
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MrcnilT of ihi* ihougLt he kill* all action*, good or bail; hi* 
J«lf serene, abiding in the Self, obtains imperishable bliss.' 

'Thoughts alone,' he says, ’cause the round of a new 
birth and a new death; let a man therefore strive to purify 
his thoughts. What a man thinks, /hat he is: this is the 
old secret.* If the thought* of men were to fixed on the 
Eternal or Brahman, as they are on the things of this 
worid, who would not be freed from bondage?' When 
a man, having heed his mind from sloth, distraction, 
and unrest, becomes as it were delivered from hit mind, 
that is the highest point. 'Water in water, fire in fire, 
ether in ether, no oae can distinguish them; likewise a 
man whose mind has entered into the Eternal, into 
Brahman, obtains liberty.' 

Sankara's Analysis ok Subject and Object 
We shall now have to see how wonderful a system of 
philosophy has been built up with such materials by the 
author or authors of the Vedanta Philosophy. Here the 
scattered fragments are carefully arranged and syste¬ 
matically put together, one step follows after another, 
and the thread of the argument is never broken or lost. 
The so-called Vedanu-sutras canno: be translated, and 
if translated they would convey as little sense as the 
different headings in the programme of my lectures. I 
shall try, however, to give you a specimen of the style of 
Sankara, to whom we owe the elaborate commentary on 
these Sutras, and who is indeed the principal represent¬ 
ative of the Vedanta philosophy in the literary history 
•of India. But I must warn you that his style, though 
much more like the style of an ordinary book, is diffi¬ 
cult to follow, and requires the same effort of attention 
■which we have to bestow on the intricate arguments of 
Aristotle ok Kant. 
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‘As il i* well known," Sankara ujl, in (he very be¬ 
ginning of his work, ‘that object and subject, which fall 
under the perception of We and You (or. as we should 
say. of the Ego and Non-Ego), arc in their very essence 
opposed to each othe% like darkness and light, and that 
therefore one cannot take the place of the other, it fol¬ 
lows all the more that their attributes also cannot be 
interchanged/ What he means is that subject and 
object, or what falls under the names of We and You, 
are not only different from each other, but diametrically 

opposed and mutually exclusive, so that what ic conceiv¬ 
ed as the object cin never be conceived as the subject 
of a sentence, and vice versa. We can never think or 
say We are You,’ or ‘You arc We.’ nor ought we ever to 
substitute subjective for objective qualities. Thus, for 
instance, the You may hr seen and heard and touched, 
but the We or the I can never be seen, heard, or touch¬ 
ed. Its being is its knowing, not its being known. 

Having established this general proposition, Sankara- 
continues: ‘Therefore wc may conclude that to traasfer 
wha: is objective, that is what is perceived as You. the 
Non-Ego and its qualities, on what is subjective, that is 
wha: is perceived as We, the Ego, which consists of 
thought, or vice versa to transfer what is subjective oa 
what is objective, must be altogether wrong. A subject 
can never be anything but a subject, the object always 
remains the object- 

■Nevertheless.’ he continues, ‘it is a habit inherent 
in human nature, a necessity of thought, we should call 
it, something which human nature cannot shake off. to- 
say, combining what is true and what is false, "I am 
this, and this is miae." This is a habit caused by a false- 
apprehension of subjects and predicates which are abso¬ 
lutely different, and by not distinguishing on* from Che 
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oilier, but transferring the essence and the qualities of 
the one upon the other.’ 

You can easily see that subject and object arc not 
used by Sankara in their merely logical sense, but that 
by subject he means what is true and real, in fact the 
Self, whether divine or human, while objective means 
with him what is phenomenal and unreal, such as the 
body with its organs, and the whole visible world. Com¬ 
bining the two, such statements as ‘I am strong or I am 
weak, 1 am blind or I tan see.' fotm the false apprehen¬ 
sion which, he admits, is inherent in human nature, 
but which nevertheless is wrong, and has to be weaken¬ 
ed, aixl finally to be destroyed by the Vedanu philo¬ 
sophy. 

Then follows a disquisition as to what is meant by 
*hi* art of transference whereby what is the subject is 
made objective. All definitions seem to agree in this 
that this transference consists in imagining in one’s mind 
or memory that one recognises something seen before, 
but that one sees it somewhere else. As an illustration 
he gives the fact th.it some people mistake mother-of- 
pearl for silver, that is. transfer the essence and qualities 
seen in silver on mother-of-pearl. Or again, that some 
people imagine they sec two moons, though they know 
perfectly well that tliere is only one. In the same man¬ 
ner people imagine that the living being or the ordinary 
F.go is the true subject or self, or that there are two real 
selves, the body and the soul, though there can be only 
one. which is all in all. The nature of this transference 
which lies at the root of all mundane experience or illu¬ 
sion. is once more explained as ‘taking a thing for what 
it is not,' which is illustrated by a compassionate man 
saying it fares badly with him and that he is miserable, 
though hc» himself is quite well, and it is his wife and 
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children only who arc suflcrlng. In a similar way a 
man says that he is fat, or thin, that he move*, stands, or 
springs, that he does anything, that he wishes for this or 
for that, while in truth, he himself, that is, his true self, 
the ideal subject, is only the witness of all this doing 
and wishing, the lcokcr on, who is or ought to be quite 
independent of the various states of the body. 

In conclusion Sankara sums up by saying that all 
that is founded on this wrong transference or assump¬ 
tion, all in fact that we know and believe to be true, 
whether in science, or ordinary philosophy, or law, or 
anything else, belongs to the realm of Aiidya or 
Nescience, and tha: it is the aim of the Vedania Philo¬ 
sophy to dispel' that Nescience, and to replace it by 
Vidyi, or true knowledge. 

This kind of reasoning may sound strange to u» who 

are accustomed to quite a different atmosphere of 
thought, but it contains nevertheless an important 
thought, and one that has never, so far as I know, been 
fully utilized by European philosophers, namrly, the 
fundamental ineorr.patibility between what is subjective 
and what is objective; nay, the impossibility of the sub¬ 
ject ever becoming an object, or an object the subject. 
Subytct, with the Vcdantists. is not a logical but a meta¬ 
physical term. It is, in fact, another name for self, soul, 
spirit or whatever name has been given to the eternal 
element in man and God. European philosophers, 
whatever they raav hoid about the soul, always speak of 
it as something that can be known and described, and 
therefore may form a possible object. If the Hindu 
philosopher is clear on any point it is this, that the sub¬ 
jective soul, the witness or knowei, or the Self, an never 
be known as objective, but can only be itself, and thus 
be conscious of itself. * 
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Sankara would never allow that the self ox the sub 
j«t could be known as an object. We can only know 
ourselves by being ourselves; and if other people think 
they know us. they know our phenomenal self, our Ego 
only, never our subjective self, because that can never 
be anything but a subject; it knows, but it rannot he 
known. The same, if we imagine that we know others, 
what we know is what is visible, knowablc, that is the 
appearance, but ne’er the all-pervading self. So again if 
we transfer to what is objective only, such as the sky, or 
a river, or a mountain, a subjective selfhood, we go 
wrong, we produce mythology and idolatry’—we gain 
false, not true knowledge. 

When we say that the whole world is divided into 
a visible and an iavisiblc world, into phenomena and 
nounena, the Vedxntist would say that there is a sub- 
jecti'e and an objective world, and that what is subjec¬ 
tive in their sense of the word can never be perceived as 
objective nor xnce versa. Psychologists may imagine 
that they can treat the soul as aa object of knowledge, 
dissect it and describe it. The Vedantist would say, 
that what they dissect and weigh and analyse and des¬ 
cribe is not the soul, in his sense of the w’ord, it is not 
the subject, it is not the self in the highest serse of the 
word. What they call perception, memory, conception, 
what they call will and effort, all this, according to the 
Vedantist, is outside the self, and even in its most per¬ 
fect and sublime manifestations is nothing bui the veil 
through which the eternal self looks at the world. Of 
the self behind the veil, we can know nothing beyond 
that it is. and this too we know in a way different from 
all other knowledge. We know it by being it just as 
the san may be said to shine by its own light, and by that 
light tojighten the whole world. 
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The ncarcit approach «o what Sankara means by 
subject and object is found, 1 believe, in Schopenhauer’s 
Witte and Vorstellurg, his Will corresponding io Brah¬ 
man, or the subject of the world, the only true reality, 
his Vorstellung to ihc phenomenal world, as seen by 

us objectively, and '.o be recognised as unreal, change 

able and perishable. These ideas rre perfectly familiar 
to the authors of the Upanishads. With them therefore 
true immortality consists simply and entirely in the self 
knowing his self. Thus in a famous dialogue 10 between 
Yajnasalkya and his wife Maitrryi. who wishes to follow 
her husband into the forest and to learn from him what 
the soul is, and what is immortality, Yajnavalkya sums 
up all he has to say in the following words: ‘Verily, be¬ 
loved one, the Self, it. the soul, is imperishable and of 
an indestructible nature. For. when there is. as it were, 
duality, then one sees the other, one hears the other, 
one perceives the other, one knows the other. But when 
the Seif only is all this, how should he see another, how 
should he hear another, how should he perceive or know 
another? How should he know Him, by whom he knows 
all? That Self can only be described by "No, no" (that is 
by protesting against every attribute) That Self is incom¬ 
prehensible, he is imperishable, he is unattached, he is 
unfettered. How, O beloved one, should he, the knower, 
know the knower?' 

Here is the critical point. How should the knower 
know the knower? or, as we should my. How can the soul 
know the soul? He tan only be the knower, he in whom 
subject and object are one. or rather, in whom there is no 
distinction between subject and object, between knowing 
and being known, whose very being is knowing and whose 
knowing is being. .As soon as the Self is conceived and 
changed into something objective. Nescience steps^ in, the 
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.illusory cosmic life begins, (he soul seems to be (bis *>v 
4har, 10 live and to die, while a> a subject, it can be 
•touched by neither life nor death—it stands aloof, it is 
immortal. 'That is true immorality,' as Yajnavalkya 
said, and with these words he went away into the 

ri>i cm 

T he Inheritance of the Vedanta 
Lei us now look back on what I called the ancient inheri¬ 
tance of the Vedanta philosophers. We saw that they 
•had inherited a concept, slowly elaborated in the Vedic 
.hymns and Brthmanu, that of Brahman, that is, that 
from which, as the Vedanta-sutns say, the origin, sub¬ 
sistence and dissolution of this world proceed." The 
■only attributes of this Brahman, if attributes they can be 
called, are that he is. that he knows, and that he is full of 
■bliss. 

But if that is the highest concept of the Supreme 
Being, of Brahman or of God in the highest sense, a con- 
<cpt, as they say, so high that speech turns back from it. 
herauie with the mind it cannot reach it 1 *: if. as they 
say, it is unknown to the wise, but known to the foolish 
—Cognosccndo ignnatur, lgnotcndo cognatci'.ur —how 
was .it possible to reconcile this exalted concept with the 
■ordinary descriptions of Brahman, given in the Veda, nay. 
in some portions of these very Upanishads, as a creator, 
maker and ruler of die world; nay, often as no more than 
an ordinary deity? 

No Esoteric Vedanta 

It has been supposed that the Vedanta consisted of two 
-schools an exoteric and esoteric, diat the vulgar concept 
of Brahman was for the former: the sublime concept for 
*he latte* There is some truth in this, but it seems to 
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me lo import our European ideas into India. In India 
the tnxh was open 10 all who thirsted for it. Nothing 
was lept secret, no one was excluded from the temple, 
or rather the forest, of truth. 

It is true that the lowest class, possibly the aboriginal 
inhabitants, were excluded. The caste of the Sudras was 
not admitted to the education provided for the higher of 
the nlcebom canes. To admit them to a study of the 
Veda would have been like admitting naked savages to 
the lecture-room of the Royal Institution. 

And yet, in principle, even this exclusion was wrong, 
and dearly in contradiction with the true spirit of the 
Vedanta. It is generally supposed that the fourth caste, 
the Sudras, were the aboriginal inhabitants, and racially 
distinct, therefore from the Aryan conquerors. This may 
be so, though it has never been proved, and we know that 
even people of Aryan speech might lose ail claim to caste, 
and fall socially to as low a sage as the Sudras; nay, even 
to a lower stage. Badarayana speaks also of people who. 
owing to poverty or other circumstances, stand between the 
three upper caste and the Sudras. And with regard to 
them, he distinctly states that they are not to be excluded 
from the study of the Vedanta. The question whether real 
Sudras are admissible or not. has evidently exercised the 
minds of the VedamuU to a considerable extent, but in 
the end they adhere to the principle of exclusion. 
And yet there are cases in the Upanishads which seem to 
show that this spirit of exclusion was less strong in 
ancient times. We must not forget that in one of the 
hymns of the Rig-veda the Sudras are distinctly stated to 
have sprung from Brahman like the other castes. There 
are cot wanting indications that they spoke the same 
language as the Brahmanas. There arc two cases, at least, 
in which the Upanishads seem to speak of Sudras as ad- 
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milted 10 the wisdom of the Vedanta, namely those of 
Janairuti and Satyakama. 

The story of Janasruti is somewhat obscure, and 
though Janasruti is distinctly called a Sudra, the whole 
character of the story would rather seem to indicate that 
he "'as a. Kshatriya, and that when Raikva called him a 
Sudra, he used the word as a mere term of abuse. The 
Br&hmanas thenutlm try by a forced etymology to show 
that Sudra in this passage must not be taken in its tech¬ 
nical sense, but however that may be they agree that a- 
real Sudra could no: have been instructed in the Vedanta. 
The story runs as follows: 

1. ‘There lived, once upon a time, Janasruti Pau- 
trayana (the great-grandson of Janasruta), who was a. 
pious giver, bestowing much wealth upon the people and. 
always keeping open house. He built places of refuge 
everywhere, wishing that people should everywhere cat of 
his food. 

2. 'Once in tht night tome Haintat (flamingoes) flew 
past, and one flamingo said to the other: “He! Bhallak- 
sha, Bhallaksha (shortsighted one), the light (glory) of 
Janairuti Pautrayana, is spread like the sky.—Do not 
touch it, that it may not burn thee.” 

5. ‘The other answered him: "How can you speak 
of him, being what he is, as if he were like Raikva with' 
the car?” 1 * 

4. ‘The first replied: “How is it with this Raikva- 
with the car of whem thou speakest?” 

‘The other answered: ‘‘As (in a game of dice) all the- 
lower casts belong io him who has conquered with the 
Krila (the highest) cast, so whatever good deeds others 
perform, all belong to that Raikva with the car. He- 
who ktwows what he knows, he is thus spoken of by me.'" 
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.• 5. ‘Janasruti Pauiravana overheard this conversation, 

and as soon as he had risen in the morning, he said lo 
hi* doorkeeper: “Thco speakest, indeed, of me ai if I 
were Raikva with the car." He replied: “How is it with 
*lhis Raikva with the car?" 

6. 'The King said: "As (in a game of dice) all the 
lower casts belong to him who has conquered with the 

• Krila (the highest) cast, so whatever good deeds others 
perform, all belong to that Raikva with the car. He 

• who knows what he knows, is thus spoken of by me.” 

7. ‘The doorkeeper went to look for Raikva, but 
•.returned saying, “I found him not." 

‘Then the King said: “Alasl where a Br&hmana 
should be searched for (in the solitude of the forest), there 
go for him.” 

8. 'The doorkeeper came to a man who was lying 
.beneath a car and scratching his sores He addressed him 
.and said: "Sir, are yon Raikva with the car?” 

‘He answered: “Humph, I am.” 

‘Then the doorkeeper returned and said: “I have 
; found him." 

1. ‘Then Janaiiuti Pautrayana cook six hundred 

• cows, a necklace, and a carriage vith mules, went to 
.Raikva and said: 

2. 1 "Raikva, here are six hundred cows, a neck¬ 
lace. and a carriage with mules; teach me the deity which 

•you worship." 

3. ‘The ocher replied: “Fie, necklace and carriage 
be thine. O Sudra, together with the cows!” 

‘Then Janasruti Pautrayana tool again a thousand 
•cows, a necklace, a carriage with mules, and his own 
•daughter, and went to him. * 
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4. ‘He said to him: “Raikva, there are a thousand, 
cows, a necklace, a carriage with mules, this wife, and 
this village in which thou dwellcst. Sir, teach me!' 

•He. lifting up her face, said: “You have brought 
these (cows and other presents). O Sudra, but by that face 
(of thy daughter) alone thou wouldst have made me 
speak" 

‘These arc the Raikva-pama villages in the country 
of the Mahavrishas where Raikva dwelt under him.’ 

Then follows the teaching of Raikva which to us. 
seems hardly worthy of so large a price as Janasmti offer¬ 
ed him. T he only important point in the story for our 
present purpose is, whether Janasruti was really a Sudra,. 
or whether Raikva called him a Sudra in a fit of passion 
only. It seems to me that a man who keeps a KshatSri 
(doorkeeper or chamberlain), who builds towns of refuge,. 
who can make presents of thousands of cows, bestow land: 
on Brahmanas, lastly, who can hope that his daughter 
would be an acceptable gift to a Brahmana. could never 
have been a Sudra by birth. The Vcdantists, therefore, 
need hardly have taken so much trouble in order to ex¬ 
plain away the case of Janasruti as a precedent for ad¬ 
mitting real Sudras to a study of the Upanishads and the • 
Vedanta. 

The other precedent is likewise not altogether to 
the point. Sat yak am a is not by birth a Sudra, he is the • 
son oi Jabola, who seems to have been a Br&hmani by birth 
but who had a son without knowing his father. Still as. 
he aad his son. vhen asked, both speak the truth. 
Gautama Haridrumata, the teacher whom he has chosen, 
accepts the boy as a Brahmana and teaches him. 

The story is feund in the Chbandogya Upanishadi 
IV. 4: . 




-46 


THE VEDANTA PHILOSOPHY 


1. Satyakama (ie. Philalcthcs), the son of Jabala, 
•iddicsord his mother and said; *1 wish to become a 
Brahmachftrin (religious student). mother. Of what family 
am I?’ 

2. She said to him: 'I do not know, my child, of 
what family thou art. In my youth, when I had to move 
about much as a servant (waiting on guests in my father's 
house), I conceived tliee. I do not know of what family 
thou art. I am Jabtfa by name, thou art Satyakama. 
Say that thou art Satyakama J&bila (a member of the 
family of the JSbiilas. but here simply the soc of Jabalfi). 

3. He, going to Gautama Haridrumata, said to 
him: ‘I wish to become a Brahmacbflrin with you. Sir. 
May I come to you. Sir?’ 

4. He said to him: ‘Of what family arc you, ray 
•friend?' He replied: 'I do not know. Sir, of what family 
1 am. I asked my mother, and she answered: "In my 
south, when I had to move about much as a servant. I 
•conceived thee. I do not know of what family thou art. 
I am Jabila by name, thou art Satyakama,”—I am, there¬ 
fore, Satyakama Jabala, Sir.' 

The teacher said to him: ‘No one but a true Brah- 
mana would thus speak out. Go and fetch fuel, friend, 
1 shall initiate you. You have not swerved from the 
truth.' 

These stories throw an interesting light on the state 
■of society in the times represented by the Upanishads. 
But neither of them seem to me to prove what by some 
they were supposed to prove, namely, the right of the 
•Sudras to be taught the Vedanta. This right rested, in 
fact, on rauch higher grounds, on the ground of the com¬ 
mon humanity of Sudras and Brahmanas; but this was not 
recognised till Buddha proclaimed once for all that no 
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man is a Brihinana by birth, but only by good thoughts, 
good words, and good deed*. But while the Sudrat were 
excluded, all the higher castes, whether Brahmanas, Ksha- 
triyas, or Vaisyas, were admitted to the study of tire Upa- 
nishads and the Vedanta Philosophy, provided always 
that they had qualified themselves for these higher specu¬ 
lations. This insistence on certain qualifications is sure¬ 
ly not exclusion, and no doctrine can be called eicteric, 
which is open to all who are able and willing to enter. 14 
In all this, we must never forget that we are dealing with 
India, where, at the time when the Upanishads were 
composed and taught, there existed no MSS. A teacher 
was the depositary, the living representative of a literary 
composition, and it was left free to every teacher to judge 
whom they wished to have for their pupil, and vhora 
they thought fit to decinc. Private tutors do the same 
at Oxford, but no one would call their teaching csrtcric. 

We sometimes read that it is the father’s duty to 
teach these higher doctrines to his soa and if the father’s 
place is taken by a teacher, he is enjoined to see that his 
pupil is of a serene mind and endowed with all necessary 
qualities 1 ’; but wc never read that pupils properly Quali¬ 
fied were excluded. We read again” that this highest 
mystery cf the Vedanta, delivered in a former age, should 
not be given to one whose passions have not been sub¬ 
dued, nor to one who is not a son or a pupil; but we have 
no reason to doubt that whoever was duly qualified, was 
duly received and duly instructed. 

Relation between the Higher Brahman and the 
Lower Brahman 

WrtH regird to the subjects taught in the Upanishads, it 
was the highest aim of the ancient Vedanta philosophers 
to show 'hat what we might call the exoteric Brahman 
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was substantially the same as llic esoteric that there wav 
in reality, and that there could be one Brahman only, 

not two. The vulgar concept of Brahman as a creator 
was not considered as altogether wrong. It was due, no 
doubt, to Nescience or Avidyft; but it was not altogether 
empty or nothing; it was what we call phenomenal. But 
the Vedantists distinguished carefully letween what is 
phenomenal and what is Jatsc or nothing. There is a 
reality behind the phenomenal world, it is not a mere 
nothing, as some Buddhist philosophers hold; nor is it 
altogether illusive, as some of the later Vedantists thought, 
who were therefore called Crypto-buddhisu (Prachchhanna- 
haudihas). This is the peculiar excellence of the Vedanta 
philosophers, that they always see reality behind the 
unreal. Thus they distinguish between the quali¬ 
fied isaguna) and the unqualified (aguna) Brahman, 
and they allow a qualified Brahman for all practical pur¬ 
poses ( vyavahara ). and more particularly for the purpose 
bf worship (upasena), because in a stale of worship the 
human mind requires a qualified and objective Gcd. a 
God the Father or the Creator, though that Father can 
be a person only a pialika or face, as the Bruhmanas call 
it. of the Divine Substance, using the sane simile of face, 
persona or person, which is well known to us from the 
writings of the early Father* ot the Church. Thus 
Brahman may be worshipped as Is vara or Lord, as a con¬ 
ditioned personal God. and yet be knoun as in his sub¬ 
stance high above all conditions and limits inherent in 
personality. The Vedanta philosopher may even, if he 
likes, satisfy his craving for worship by conceiving Brah¬ 
man, as described in the Veda, as a being ‘whose had is 
the heaven, whose eyes are sun and moon, whose breath 
is the wind, and whose footstool is the earth,' but he may 
also satisfy his rational cavings by confessing that * 
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being, such a$ man is. can neither perceive nor con¬ 
ceive God, nor predicate anything worthy of Him. 

The Vedanta philosopher therefore said, 'We can only 
say "No, No" of God,* just as Athanasius dcclarcd IT 
that it is impossible to comprehend what God is, and 
we can only say what He is not. And if St. Augus¬ 
tine said that with regard to God, silence is better 
than a fight of words", Indian philosophy had anticip¬ 
ated him in this also. Sankara 10 quotes the following 
dialogue from an Upaaishad: ‘Vashkali said: “Sir, tell 
me Brahman." 1 * Then Bahva became quite still. When 
Vashkali had asked a second and a third time, Bahva 
replied: "We are telling it, but tfcou dost not under¬ 
stand, that Self is quite still." * And yet this Brahman of 
which the human intdlect is powerless to predicate any¬ 
thing beyond its being, its knowing, and its being perfect 
or blessed, was to be worshipped by those who felt a 
desire for wonhipping for though it was not affected 
itself by any attributes, no harm would happen to the 
worshipper or the worshipped if he called it the Lord, 
the creator, the father, preserver and ruler of the 
world. 

And what applies to Brahman, as the Great Cause 
of all tilings, applies also to the Great Effect, namely, the 
Universe. Its substantial reality Is not denied, for that 
rests on Brahman, but all that we see and hear by our 
limited senses, all that we perceive and conceive and 
name, is purely phenomenal, as we say, is the result of 
Avidyi as the Vcdantists say. The universal simile that 
the world is a dream turns up frequently in the Vedanta. 

That what we call our real world is a world of our 
own making, that nothing can be long or short, black or 
white, bitter or sweet, apart from us, that our experience 
docs not jp fact differ from a dream, was boldly enun- 
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crated by Bishop Berkeley, of whom John Stuart Mills, 
no idealist by profession, declares that he was the greatest 
philosophical genius of all who, from the earliest times, 
have applied the powers of their minds to metaphysical 
inquiries. This is a strong testimony from such a man. 
‘The physical universe,’ Bishop Berkeley writes, ‘which 
1 'cc and fed and infer, is just my dicam and nothing 

else; that which you see, is your dream; only it so hap¬ 
pens that our dreams agree in many respects.’ 

The late Professor Clifford, who likewise was no 
dreamer and no idealist, expressed just the same convic¬ 
tion when he wrote: al ‘For physical purposes a dream 

is just as good as real life, the only diifercnce is in vivid¬ 
ness and coherence.’ Now what does the Vedandst say? 
As long as we live, he says, we dream; and our dream is 
real as long as we dream; but when we die, or rather 
when we awake and our eyes are opened by knowledge, 
a new world, a new reality rises before us, what Plato 
called the real world, of which before we knew the 
shadows only. This docs not mean that the phenomenal 
world is altogether nothing.—no, it is always the cScct 
of which Brahman, the source of all reality, is the cause, 
and as. according to the Vedanta, there cannot be any 
substantial difference between cause and effect, the 
phenomenal world is substantially as real as Brahman, 
nay is, in its ultimate reality. Brahman itself. 

RELATION BETWEEN THE HlCHEK ATMAN AND THL 
Living Atman 

We have now to follow the ancient Vedanta rcasoners 
one step further when they fearlessly reason out their 
one great premiss that there is and there can be only one 
Brahman, the cause of eierything, that is both the 
material and efficient cause of everything. Nothing could 
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exist beside* Brahman, neither matter nor souls, for if 
anything existed by the side of Brahman, it would fol¬ 
low that Brahman was limited, that very Brahman which, 
according to its definition, is unlimited, is eiam ad- 
viliyan, one without a second. But if that is so, what 
does become then of the subjective soul, of the Self 
within us? No one could deny its existence, the Vedan- 
«ist argues, for he who denies it would be the scry Self 
that is denied, and no one can deny himself. Thm what 
is the true Self or subject within us? or, as wc should 
say. What is our soul? When we speak of the Self, in 
Sanskrit Alman, wc ilioultl always remember dm It is 
not what is commonly meant by the Ego, but that it lies 
far beyond it. What we commonly call our Ego is deter¬ 
mined by space and time, by birth and death, by the en¬ 
vironment in which wc live, by our body, our senses, 
our memory, by our language, nationality, character, 
prejudices, and man? other things. All these stake up 
our Ego, or our character, but they have nothing to do 
with csir Self. Therefore to translate alman by soul, as 
many scholars do, is rather misleading, for soul means so 

many thing*, whether the animal or living soul. Ihrep 

like, the perceptive soul, aisthetike, and the thinking soul. 
ticelike, all of which, according to the Vedanta, are 
perishable, non-eternal, and not the Self. What, as we 
saw. Brahman is to the world, its eternal and omnipre¬ 
sent cause, that the Sdf is to the Ego: and hence Rrahman 
was soon called Parana-dtman, the Highest Self, while 
the Self in man was called the JtvaStman, for a time the 
living or the embodied Self. 

Different Views of the Soul in Indus Philosophy 
Therf. were philosophers in India as elsewhere, who 
declared tfiat the Self or the soul was altogether nothing; 

7254 
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or that it was the outcome of the body, or that the seme* 
were the soul, or that the mind (maims) or our thoughts 
And our knowledge, were the soul They assigned even 
diUcrcnt places in the body to the soul, just as poets 
imagine that the soul resides in the heart, or as lovers 
believe that it lives in the eyes, nay as Descartes main¬ 
tained that it resided in the conarium or the pineal 
gland, and as many biologists still hold, that it reside* 
in the conical part of the brain, because it works by 
means ol the brain. The Vcdauti* lu»» therefore first of 
all to refute all these heretical opinions by distinguish¬ 
ing between what is the soul and what is not, between 
what is eternal, and what is perishable. No one can 
doubt that the body is perishable, so are. of course, our 
sensei, so arc in consequence our sensations, and what i* 
founded on thenv-our percepts, our memory, oar con¬ 
cepts. all our thoughts, all our knowledge, however pro¬ 
found or comprehensive. After having deducted all this, 
there remains no option; the individual Self must in its 
'absolute reality be that which, aotording to the former 
argument of the Vtdanta. is the All in All. the One 
Without a Second, namely Brahman or the Highest Self 
_or, at we should say. our soul must be divine. 

But in what sense could it be the Highest' Self? Some 
philosophers had taught that the human Self was a part 
of the Divine Self or a modification of it. or something 
created, and altogether different from it. Every one of 
these opinions is shown by Sankara to be untenable. It 
. cannot be a part of the Divine Self, he says, for we can- 
not conceive pans in what is neither in time nor in 
space. If there cxiitcd parts of the infinite Brahman, the 
Brahman would cease to be infinite, it would be limited 
• and would assume a finite character as towards its pans. 
Secondly, the living soul cannot be a modification of the 
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Divine Self, for Brahman, according io its very deanition, 
is eternal and unchangeable, and as there Is nothing out¬ 
side of Brahman, there is nothing that could cause a 
change in it. Thirdly, the living Self cannot be any¬ 
thing different from the Divine Self, because Brahman, 
if it is anything, has to be All in All. so that there cannot 
he anything different from it. 

Starding as the conclusion must have seemed at first, 
that the Divine Self and die human Self arc one and 
the same in substance, the Vedanta philosopher did not 
shrink from it, but accepted it as an inevitable conclu¬ 
sion. The soul is God, sounds siaiding even to u»; yet, 
if it it not God, what can it be? We are more accus¬ 
tomed to the expression that the soul is divine or God 
like, but what can be like God, if not God Himself? If 
Brahman is ‘one without a second,' it follows, he says, 
that there is no room for anything that is not Brahman. 
The cften-repeated sentence, 'Tat tvam osi,' ‘Thou art 
it/ means not that the soul is a prrt. of Brahmin, but 
that the whole of Brahman is the soul. The Vedantists 
were in fact what Henry More and the other Christian 
l'latonists of Cambridge would have called Holennetians, 
believing that the spirit is wholly present in every part 
iliolosen merei). 

Tim Upadius as the cause of difference between 
the Sout. and God 

But then the question has to be answered how Brahman 
and the individual Self can be one. Brahman or the Divine 
Self it eternal, omnipotent, and omnipresent, our Self 
clearly is not. Then why not? The answer is, 'Bccaise it is 
eonHirioned, heeaute it is fettered, because it u under 
upadhis or obstructions. It is these upadhis or obstruc¬ 
tions that cause the absolute Self to appear as the. 
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embodied Self (tariraka). These • upedhis or obsmwions 
arc the body and its organs, the instruments of perception, 
conception, and of all thought, and the objective world 
( [uishayo ). We see every day that the coarse body and its 
members decay and perish; they therefore, cannot be 
called eternal. They are objects, net the subject, they 
cannot constitute the eternal subject, the Self. Besides 
this corrse body, hovcvcr. which perishes at the time 
of death, there is, as the Vedantists imagine, another, 
called the subtle body (tukihmam j ariram), consisting 
of the vital spirits, the faculties of the senses and 
the maw (the mind). This subtle body is supposed to 
be the vehicle of the embodied soul, and the soul is sup¬ 
posed to dwell in it after death, till it is born again. Of 
course, no Indian philosopher doubts the fact of trans¬ 
migration. It is to him as certain as our migration 
through this life. The physiological details ol this migra¬ 
tion or transmigration is often fanciful and childish. How 
could they be otherwise in those early days? But the broad 
fact of transmigration remains unaffected by these fanciful 
details, and it is well known that this dogma has been 
accepted by the greatest philosophers of all countries Nor 
do these more or less fanciful details affect the broad out¬ 
lines of the Vedanta system as a philosophy, for when the 
full truth of the Vedanta has once been grasped, trans¬ 
migration also as well as the beatitudes of the heavenly 
paradise, vanish. When the human Self has once been 
known as the same as the eternal Self, there is no longer 
any possibility of migration, there i* only peace and eter¬ 
nal rest in Brahman. 


The Psychology or toe Vedanta 
The psychological terminology of the Vedantists may 
seem very imperfect and uncertain. But it has pne gTcat 



THE SOUI- AND GOD 


55 

advantage. It docs not confound soul and thought. The 
soul or Self has but three qualities. It is, it perceives, and 
it rejoices. But this perceiving of the soul is not what 
we mean by thinking. It is rather the light or brightness 
which diitinguishcs mar. from the inanimate world, which 
shines within, and which, when it lights up anything, is 
called perception or buddhi. In one of the Upaniihads 
we read that men were at first stolid like stocks, till 
Brahman entered into them, when they became lighted 
up by intelligence. What we call perceiving, remember¬ 
ing. conceiving, imagining, and reasoning under all its 
forms is performed by certain instruments called the 
senses (indriya) and by the Manas, generally translated by 
mind, but really the sensorium commune, the rallying- 
point of the senses. All this, however, is not the Self. 
The primary instruments of all this knowledge, the sense 
organs, are perishable, and so is tlie result obtained 
through them, however exalted it may seem in its highest 
stages. The Vedantist admits five organs or senses for per¬ 
ception (buddhi), and five for action (karman). The 
former serve for the purpose of perceiving sound, shape, 
colour, taste, and smell, the latter tor the acts of grasping, 
walking, speaking, and all the rest. 

All sensations are conveyed by the senses to the 
mind, tranas, the sensorium commune which, being 
either attentive or inattentive, perceives or does not 
perceive what is brought in. The functions of the 
Manas are various, such as perception (buddhi), 
conceptual knowledge ( Vijndna ), and discursive theught 
(chilta). These three functions often assume an in¬ 
dependent character, and they then stand either in the 
place or by the side of the Manas. Hence much confu¬ 
sion in psychological terminology.’* Other manifesta¬ 
tions or • occupations of this Manas or mind are 
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desiic {k6ma)r‘ imagination (sankalpa), doubt (vichi- 
hitsd), faith (sraddhd), want of faith (« unddht), resolution 
(dhrili), irresolution (adhriti), shame (Art), reflation 
(dhri). and fear (6h£). sl It is difficult to find exact equi¬ 
valents in English for all these technical terms. Sometimes 
memory would seem the best rendering of manas. mind. 
(Vedanta sutras II, 3, 32). Ia fact mind or manas in the 
Upanishads is very comprehensive, quite as comprehensive 
as the Mem of Spinoza, though less defined. Bui though 
there is this want of definiteness in the Upanishads, ia the 
first attempt to classify the various functions of the mind, 
Sankara, as a true monist, would himself stand up for the 
oneness of the mind and its ten organs, and would treat 
all other manifestations as so many functions ( vrittis ) only 
of one and the same mental power, called the Antah- 
karana or the Inner Organ. 

Our Mind is not our Self (Atman) 

All this may sound very imperfect, yet it contains one 
important thougiit, that our Self is neither our body nor 
our mind, not even our thoughts, of which most philo¬ 
sophers are so proud, but that all these arc conditions only 
to which the Self has to submit, fetters by which it is 
chained, nay clouds by which it is darkened, so as to lose 
the sense of its substantial oneness with the Highest Self, 
and to forget the purely phenomenal character of the 
universe whether without or within. 

The Upadhis due to Avidya 
Very soon, however, a new question arose. Whence come 
these upadhis or conditions, this body, these senses, this 
mind and all the rest? And the answer was, from Avidya 
or Nescience. Originally I believe this Nescience may 
have been meant as subjective only, as a confession of our 
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ineviiable ignorance of all that is transcendent, the same 
ignorance which has been expressed on this point with 
one accord by the greatest philosophers. But very soon 
this Avidya was conceived as an independent power. It 
was not only personal Nescience, it was universal Ne 
•science, a Nescience not only affecting the human Self, 
hut overshadowing for a time the Supreme bell, the very 
Brahman, which, as we saw, is the substance of the human 
Self. Then the question would no doubt be asked once 
more, how can there be Nescience affecting the Supreme 
Self, which is All in All, subject to nothing outside it. 
because there ts nothing outside it; which i» therefore per¬ 
fect in every way? The Vcdantist can only answer that it 
is so. It has often been said that it is unsatisfactory for a 
philosopher if he has no more to say than that it is so, 
without being able to say, why it is so. But there is a 
join: in every system of philosophy where a confession of 
ignorance is inevitable, and all the greatest philosophers 
■have had to confess that there are limits to cur under¬ 
standing the world; nay. this knowledge of the limits of 
our understanding has, since Kant's Criticism of Pure 
Reason, become tht very foundation of all uitkal philo¬ 
sophy. The Vedantist sees the work of Avidya or 
Nescience everywhere. He sees it in our not knowing our 
own true nature, aad‘ in our believing in the objective 
world as it appears and disappears. He guards against 
•calling this umvcnal Avidya real , in the sense in which 
Brahman is real, yet he cannot call it altogether unreal, 
•because it has at all events caused all that seems '» be real, 
though it is itself unreal. Its only reality consists in the 
fact that it has to be assumed, and that there is no other 
.assumption possible to account foe wbat is called else real 
world. To know what this Nescience or Avidya is. is 
impossible, nay, self-contradictory. And to this effect a 
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very telling verse it quoted, namely, that he who would 
know Avtdya is like a man who should with to sec dark¬ 
ness by means of a far-shining torch. 3 * 

Avidva destroyed by Knowledge 
Bur while for a time this Nescience has power to conquer 
and enslave us, we have the power in the end by means of 
true Science ( Vidya) to conquer and enslave it. nay to 
destroy it and all its works; and this true Science, this 
Vidya. a the VedaMa phitosophy. It is true we cannot 
shake of our fetters, but we can know them to be bat 
fetters; we cannot rid ourselves ol our body and its senses, 
or destroy the phenomenal world, but we an soar above 
it and vatch it till it stops. This is called freedom even 
in this life (jwanmvkti), which becomes perfect freedom 
at the time of death. The Vedanta philosopher has a 
simile tor everything. The potter s wheel, he says. go*s 
on revolving, even after the impetus given to it has ceased. 
And in the same way our phenomenal life goes on, though 
its impetus, namely A vidya or Nescience, has been des¬ 
troyed. The last word in this life, the last word of the 
Vedanta philosophy is Tai tvam asi , ‘Thou art it', or 
Aham Lrahm&smi, 'I am Brahman.’ ‘With this.’ we are 
told, ‘the fetters of the heart are broken, ill doubts arc 
rent asunder; all works are destroyed, for the 
Eternal (Brahman), the highest and the lowest, has 
been seen.' 

Bhidyaie hridayagrsnlhih 
Chhidyznte sarvasamsaydh, 

Kshiyante ch&sya karmdni 
Tannin drishtt pat&vare. 

Let me read yoa in conclusion another short chapter 
of Sankara's,*’ in which he tries to explain in what seme 
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our Self can be ilie Highest Self, and how the soul can 
have its true being in God and in God only. 

How the Soul can be one with God 
Sankara says: ‘The author of the Sutras considers 
whether the Atman, the Self, is to be accepted as I, or as 
someining diHerent Ironi the I. And it it is wid. how 
can there be a doubt, considering that the word Atman 
occurs in the Veda in the sense of the inward Self or the 

I?_the answer is that this word Atman may be taken in 

this in original sense, provided it is possible to take the 
living soul aud tin Lord as not different liom one 
another: but. if not. then, and then only, the word might 
be talen in its secondary sense.' Hence the usual oppo¬ 
nent is introduced as saying: Tt cannot be taken in the 
primary sense of I. (or he who possesses the qualities of 
sinlcssncw, etc., i.e., the I-oid. cannot be comprehended 
as possessing the opposite qualities (sin, etc.), nor vice 
versa. Now the Highest Lord is sinless, the embodied 
Self on the contrary is sinful. Again, if the L?rd were 
immersed in sams&i (migration) or a temporary being, 
he would ipso facto not be the Lord, and hence the Scrip¬ 
ture would lose its meaning. Again, supposing that the 
temporary Self could be the Self of the Lord, the Scrip¬ 
ture vould be meaningless, because there would br no one 
qualiied (to study the Vedanta and to recover Brahma- 
hood), nay the very evidence of the sense* would be con 
tradictcd. And if it should be said, granted that the two 
arc different, and that the Scripture teaches that we must 
consider them as one. why not admit that they may then- 
be taken as one in the same sense in which Vishnu is 
taken a* one with his images? This surely would be better 
than to admit that the temporal soul is the chief Lord 
himself . m This is our opinion:' i.e., these are tie objec- 
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•ions .hat can be made, if only for the sake of argument. 
aga . D! . .he other, .he .rue position. Against all this we 
jay-that u the real Sankara says: that the temporal self 
is the same as the Sell of the Lord.” 

-rhe Highest Lord is to be understood as the Self fin 

hJZ S/SS? ° f s' 1 " f !' 8hCS ' , '° rd ,hc 'ale 

H.m as .he Self fin us), saying, -indeed I am thou. O 
holy Deity, and thou art I. O Deity." And to the same 
effect other passages also, such as "I am Brahman." arc to 
be considered as teaching that the Lord is the Self 
(within) There are Vedanta-texts tcacbir.g that the Lord 
is the Sell (within), for instance: "This is thy Self which 
as within all;” "He is thy Self, the inward ruler, the 
immortal; "that is the True, that is the Self, and thou 
•art it," etc. And when it wai suggested that what is con¬ 
tended lor is a symbolic likeness only, as in the case of the 
images of Vishnu, «hi» is altogether out ol place, for it is 
•objectionable as farfetched (secondary); my the construe- 
non cf the sentences also is against it. Fee when the per- 
•ceptton of a symbolic likeness is intended, the word is 
used once, for instance. "Brahman is Mind", "Brahman 
u Adilya (the iun)." But in our text it is said, “1 am 
thou, thou art I." Therefore on account of the difference 
•of the scripture wording, we must accept non^lifference 
(between die Lord and the Self). Besides, there is a dis¬ 
tinct denial of difference in the Veda. For it says: 
"Whoever worthip, another gcd. thinking, lie is one, and 
I am another, he does not know;"” "He goes from death 
to death who sees diversity here."* 0 and again, "Whoso¬ 
ever looks for anything elsewhere than in the Self, is abui- 
doned by everything."” This and further passages of the , 
Veda contradict tilt view of difference (between the peiso- 
nal and the Highcit Self). 

'And with regard to what was said of contradictory 
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qualities being impossible in the Self, that is no real objec¬ 
tion. for it has been shown to be wrong to adnne contra¬ 
dictory qualities. Further, when it was said that in that 
case there would he no Lord, this is wrong again, for 
there is the authority of Scripture for it, nor do we our¬ 
selves understand it in that sense. For we do rot under¬ 
stand that the Lord is the temporal Self, but what we wish 
to establish is that the temporal Self, if diverted of its 
temporal character, is the Self of dtc Lord. This being so. 
it fellows that the non-dual Lord is sinless, and that the 
opposite quality (sinfulness) would be ascribed to him by 
mistake. 

‘And as to there being no qualified person (for 
studying the Vedanta), or the very evidence of the senses 
being against us, that again is wrong. For before the 
enlightenment takes place, we fully admit the temporal 
character of the Self, and the evidence of the sense* ha* 
reference to that character only, while the passage. "If 
the Self only were all this, how would he see anything?" 
shows that as soon as enlightenment takes place, the 
action of the senses comes to an end. The objection that 
on the ceasing of sensuous perception the Scripture also 
would cease, is nothing; nay we ourselves approve of it, 
because, according to the passage beginning with "Then 
the father is no father," and ending with "Then the 
Vedas arc no Vedas," we ourselves admit that with 
enlightenment Scripture ceases. And if you uk, “Who 
is not enlightened?” we say. “You yourself who can ask 
such a question.” And if you say. “But am I not by the 
very Scripture declared to be the Lord?” we reply. “Yes. 
.you arc, but if you are enlightened so far, then nobody is 
unenlightened." The same answer applies to the objec¬ 
tion started by some, that there cannot be non-duality of 
the SclJ. because through Avidy* (Nescience) the Self has 
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a second, that is to say before enlightenment takes place. 
The final result is that we should think of the Self within 
us as the Lord.’ 

All this, we must always remember, is not meant as 
an apotheosis of man in the Greek sense of the word, but. 
if I may form such a word, as an Aiulheosis, a return of 
man into the divine nature. The German Mystics have 
-clearly distinguished between these two acts, by tailing 
the former Vergottemng. the latter Vergotlung; and 
while they would consider the former as blasphemous, 
•they look upon the Inter as only another expression for 
divine lonship. the highest aim of the religion of Christ. 


CHAPTER III 


SlMILARtTIES AND DIFFERENCES BETWEEN INDIAN 
and European Philosophy 

The account which 1 am able to jive you of the ancient 
Vedanta philosophy in the short space of two or three 
lectures, is naturally very imperfect, and confined to its 
most salient features only. It would have been equally 
diffcalt to give within such narrow limits a general idea 
of aay complete system of philosophy, whether of Plato 
or Kant, though with regard to these we move on more 
or less familiar ground, nay, we are acquainted, even 
without any special study, with some of their terminology 
at least. It forms part of our unconscious education to 
know the difference between spirit and matter, between 
genus and species, nay, we often talk of specific differences 
without being aware iliai specific is simply what makes a 
speeds, a Latin translation of the Greek eidopois, that is, 
some characteristic mark which makes a new eidos or 
species, and thus constitutes the difference between one 
species and another. We talk of ideas, innate or acquired, 
•of categories, nay even of pure reason long before wc 
know what they really mean. But a system of Indian 
philosophy is like a strange Eastern city, of which we 
■know neither the streets nor the names of the streets, and 
where we are in constant danger of going wrong, even 
with a Murray and a map in our hands to guide us. The 
very grooves of tlicught are different in the East and in 
•the West. It would by no means be easy to find in Sans- 
•krit corresponding terms to express the exact difference 
between matter and spirit from the Vcdantic point nf 
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view. The nearest approach would probably be object 
and subject, and this would be expressed by vtshaya, 
object, and vishayin, he who perceives an object, that is, 
the subject. If we had to translate idea, we should pro¬ 
bably have to use such a word as umjna, which means 
name, the outward foim of an idea. Category is generally 
and correctly rendered in Sanskrit by padartha, but 
padartha really means the object or the meaning of a 
word. Hence it could be used to express the general pre¬ 
dicates, that is, the categories, such as substance, quality, 
and all the rest; but Sanskrit is so philosophical a lan¬ 
guage that it uses padartha in the ordinary sense of thing 
also, as if the framers of that language had known that to 
us a thing is no more than a think —the meaning, the 
Intention, or the object of a word. Even such familiar 
terms as religion and philosophy are by no means easy to 
render into Sanskrit, because the Indian mind dors not 
look upon them as standing in the same relation to each 
other ia which they seem to us to stand. 

In one sense, therefore, it is quite true that in order 
to understand Indian philosophy we must learn to 
understand Indian language. 

General Interest or Indian Philosophy 
However, in inviting you to listen to these short lectures 
on the ancient Vedanta philosophy, ray only object was to 
convince you that this ancient city of philosophic thought, 
the Vedanta, was worth a visit, nay, if you have the time, 
worth a careful exploration, such as an intelligent travel¬ 
ler can afford in a journey through the magnificent 
temples and tombs of ancient thought. It is something 
to have seen Kamak. even if we are unable to read all the 
hieroglyphic inscriptions on its walk It is something to 
have seen the deep foundations and the sublime struc- 
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lures of the Vedanta philosophy, even though there was 
no lime 10 explore all its passages, and to ascend its 
highest watch-towers. 

When after the fall of Constantinople the West of 
Europe became once more acquainted with the original 
texts of Greek philosophy, life seemed to grow richer in 
the West by the ancient treasures of thought that had 
been brought lo light in the Fast. The discovery of 
Indian literature, and more particularly of Indian religion 
and philosophy, was likewise the recovery of an old, and 
the discovery of a new world; and even if we can throw 
but a passing glance at the treasures of ancient thought 
which arc stored up in Sanskrit literature, we feel that the 

world to which we belong has grown richer, nay, wo 

feel proud of the unexpected inheritance in which all of 
us may share. 

Only let us avoid that fatal superciliousness which 
turns away from all that seems strange, and despises all 
that it cannot at once understand. We may smile at 

much ot what the thinkers of ancient Greece and India 
have left us. but we need not sneer. I am no promiscuous 
admirer of everything that comes from the East. I have 
again and again expressed my regret that the Sacred Hooks 
of the East contain so much of what must seem to us 
mere rubbish, but that should not prevent us from appre¬ 
ciating what is really valuable in them. 

Critical Treatment of Oriental Literature 
I know, I have often been blamed for calling rubblish 
what 10 the Indian mind seemed to contain profound 
wisdom, and to deserve the highest respect. I strongly 
hold that we ought always to speak cautiously and respect¬ 
fully where religion is concerned, and I am quite willing 
to admit that on religious questions it is often very diffi- 
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*ult io place ourselves in exactly the same position which 
»he Oriental mind h»s occupied for centuries. We all 
know from our own experience that what has been hand¬ 
ed down to us as very ancient, and what as children we 
have been taught to consider as sacred, retains through 
life a fascination which it is difficult to shake ofi alto¬ 
gether. Every attempt to discover reason in what is un¬ 
reasonable is accepted as legitimate so long a* it enables 
us to keep what wc are unwilling to part with. Still it can- 
inot be denied that the Sacred Books of the East arc full 
of rubbish, and that the same stream which carries down 
fragments of pure gold, carries also sand and mud and 
much that is dead and offensive. That many things 
•which occur in «hc hymns of «hc Veda, in the Br&hmanat, 
and in the Upanishads also, struck even an Oriental mind 
as so much rubbish, accumulated, we hardly know how. in 
the course of centuries, we may leam from Buddha. HU 
hostility towards the Bi&hmanas has been very much ex¬ 
aggerated. and we know by this time that most of hU doc- 
Uincs were really those of the Upanishads. But though 
he world take and retain the gold in the ancient litera¬ 
ture of India, he would not accept the rubbish. Buddha's 
words on this subject deserve to be quoted, not only as 
showing that to an Oriental mind much that the Br&h- 
manaj called venerable and inspired, seemed useless and 
absurd, but at the same time »» exhibiting a freedom of 
judgement which wc ourselves find it often difficult to 
maintain. In the Kalama Sulla Buddha says: ‘Do not 
"believe in what ye fcave heard; do not believe in tradi¬ 
tions because they have been handed down for many 
genendons; do not believe in anything because ii is ru¬ 
moured and spoken of by many; do not believe merely 
"because the written statement of some old sage is pro¬ 
duced; do not believe in conjectures; do not believe in 
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that as truth to which you have become attached by 
habit; do not believe merely on the authority of your 
teacher) and elders;—after observation and analysis, when 
it agrees with reason and is conducive to the good and 
Sicnefit of one and all, then accept it and live up to it.* 
It required courage to lay this in India, it requires courage 
to say it at any time, but it shows at all events that even 
an Oriental mind could not bring himself to admire all 
■that hail been handed down as ancient and sacred. Here 
is an example which we ought to follow, always trying to 
separate the wheat from the chaff, to prove all thing), and 
*o hold fast that which is good. Now I say again there is 
plenty of wheat in the Veda, particularly in the Upa- 
nishadt, but there is aim plenty of chaff, and in answer to 
my critics I may say that it is not likely that anybody can 
truly appreciate the wheat, who cannot also reject the 
<haff. 


The Sacred Syllable 'Om' 

Much, for instance, that is said in the Upanishads about 

the sacred syllable Om, seems to my mind mere twiddle, 
at least in its present form. I cannot bring myself to give 
specimens, hut you hare only to read the beginning of the 
Chha/idogya Upanuhad, and you will see what I mean. 
It is quite possible that originally there was some sense 

in all (he nonsense thtt we find in the Upanishads about 
the sacred syllable On. This Om may originally have 
had a meaning, it may be a contraction of a former avam 
and this avam may have been a prehistoric pronominal 
Mem. pointing to distim objects, while ayam pointed to 
nearer objects. In tha: case, avam may have become the 
affirmative particle Om, just as the French oui arose from 
hoc illud. And thus we read in the Chhatidogya' Ufa- 
■nishad :* 'That syllabic is a syllabic of permission, for 
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whenever we permit anything we »y Om, yes.’ If, then, 

Om meant originally that and ytt, we can understand 
that, like Amen, it may have asmmed a more general 
meaning, something like lat sal, and that it may have 
been used as representing all that human language can 
express. Thus in the Mailrayana Upanishad,* after it had 
been said there was one Brahman without words, and a 
second, a Word-Brahman, we are told that the word is the 
syllable Om. This sounds absurd, unless we admit that 
this Om was meant at first as a symbol of all speech, even 
as a preacher might say that all language was Amet, Amen. 

WHATEVER WAS OlJ> BECAME SACRED 
Ir it indeed very difficult to account for this strange 
mixture of wisdom and folly even in the Veda, more 
particularly in the Brahmanas, except by supposing that 
at the time when these ancient compositions were 
reduced to writing, anything that had been handed 
down as old, was considered sacred and worthy of being: 

preserved. We ought to remember what hideous and 
decayed things our own antiquarian friends are able to 
admire, simply because they arc motto antico (very old). 
Nor should it be forgotten that a long-continued oral 
tradition by which the Veda had been handed dovn from 
generation to generation, before it was written, may 
likewise account for the ciccping in of a large amount 
of cpigonic thought. We see the tame admixture in the 
Homeric poems (for even Homer is sometimes drowsy), 
and likewise in the popular poetry of other nations, 
whether Scandinavians or Germans, of Fins or Laps. But 
admitting all this, is it not the duty of the historian to dcs 
what gold-washers have to do, and not to mind the muddy 
water, and the clay, and the sand, if only some grains of 
.genuine gold can be recovered in the end? 
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I did not expect that any of my hearers would join 
<he gold-washers, would begin the study of Sanskrit in 
order to be abic to read the Upanisluds and the Vedanta- 
sutras in the original. I only wished them to look at 
some a' the gold-dust and some of the large nuggets, in 
order that in future the map of India, from the Hima¬ 
layan mountains to Cape Comorin, should in their minds 
be coloured, not grey and black, but bright and golden. 

Sanskrit is not the difficult language which it is 
generally supposed to be. I know of several ladies who 
have learnt it very well; I know of one Professor of Philo¬ 
sophy at least who has considered it his duty to learn 
Sanskrit in order to study the different systems of Indian 
philosophy. 


Books for the Study of the Vedanta 
The Upanishads and the Vedanta-sutras belong ceruinly 
to the most difficult works to translate from Sanskri; into 
any modern language, whether English or German. We 
arc constantly made aware of our deficiencies in being 
unable to catch and to render accurately the minute 
shades of meaning, whether of the inspired seers of the 
Upanishads. or the acate reasoners of the Vedanta ichool 
of philosophy. Again and again, though we may dearly 
perceive the drift of the original, we find it almost impos¬ 
sible to give a close aid faithful equivalent in Etglish. 
However, I have ventured on an English translation of all 
the important Upanishads, and have published it in the 
first and fifteenth volumes of my Sacred Books of the 
East. In cases where some of these Upanishads had been 
Translated before. I have often had to differ from my pre¬ 
decessor, and of course there have not been wanting 
critics who have differed from me. In several eases their 
criticisms Jiavc proved useful, in others they seemed to me 
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so ignorant and unsdiolartikc as to deserve no notire, 
much less a refutation. Still I have no doubt that future 
translators will find plenty of wort to do. particularly if 
they allow themselves to have recourse to conjectural 
emendations of the text. In a first attempt I thought it 
right to avoid as much as possible any conjectural altera¬ 
tions of the Sanskrit text, particularly when that text is 
confirmed by the commentary of Sankara, written not 
later than 800 a.d.; for we possess no MSS. of the Upani- 
shads of anything like that age. I also thought it right 
to follow the guidance of Sankara as much as pos¬ 
sible, and never to deviate from him except where 
his interpretation could be clearly shown to he wrong or 
artificial, and where a better interpretation could he sup¬ 
ported by valid arguments. These principles which I fol¬ 
lowed in my translation may not recommend them'elves 
to all scholars, but I am glad to find that the translators 
of Sankara’s Commentary on the Vcdanta-sutras. and 
other scholars really competent to judge, have approver! 
of them, and have found my translation both trustworthy 
and serviceable. 

There is also a most excellent translation of the 
Vedanta-sutras with Sankara's commentary in the thirty- 
fourth and thirty-eighth volumes of the same collection, 
contributed by Professor Thibaut. who is resident in the 
very centres of Vedanta learning, it Benares and Allaha¬ 
bad. There is a German translation of the same work by 
Professor Deussen. Professor of Philosophy in the Univer¬ 
sity of Kiel, the German professor who did net shrink 
from the rroublc of learning Sanskrit with the sole object 
of studying this Vedanta philosophy, of which Schopen¬ 
hauer, as you may remember, had spoken in such glowing 
terms. This translation made by a well-schooled philo¬ 
sopher, will show at all events that a man dcoply versed 
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in Plato. Aristotle, Spinoza, and K»nt. did not think it a 
waste of time to devote some of the best years of his life 
to the Vedanta, nay to make a journey to India, in order 
to ctrne into personal contact with the still living repre¬ 
sentatives of the Vedanta philosophy. This may possibly 
serve to convince those who are always sceptical as to any 
good thing coming out of India, that even our philo¬ 
sophy may have something to leam from ancient India® 
philosophy. Still it would not be honest on my part were 
I not to tell you that while German philosophers of the 
calibre of Schopenhauer, Deussen. and others, expect from 
this nudy almost as great a revival in philosophy, as a 
study of Sanskrit and the religion and mythology of India 
has produced in comparative philology’, theolcgy, and 
mythology, there have not been wanting others vho look 
upon the Vedanta philosophy as mere twaddle, and as 
uttery unworthy ol the attention of serious students of 
philosophy. You should hear both sides and judge for 
yourselves. Only you should remember that there is no 
philosophy which has not been called 'mere twaddle' by 
some one more wise than the wisest. In the eyes of some 
people all philosophy is twaddle, or even madness, while 
others call it a ‘divine madness’. 

There are some other valuable books, such as the 
translation of the more modern Vedantasara by Colonel 
Jacob, and some more texts translated by Professor Veni* 
in the volumes of the Pandit. Colebrookc's Essays on 
Indian Philosophy, ’.hough written long ago. are still very 
instructive, and Professor Gough’s Essays on the Upani- 
shadr deserve careful consideration, though we may differ 
from the spirit in which they are written. The same 
remark applies to a work called A Rational Refutation 
of the Hindu Philosophical System, by my old friend 
Nilakamha Sastri Chore (a conven to Christianity and a 
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Missionary at Poona), translated from Hindi into Eng¬ 
lish by Dr. Fitx-Edward Hall, Calcutta, 1862, a learned 
and honest work, though written in a decidedly contro¬ 
versial spirit. 

Coincidences:, Spinoza's 'Substantia' 

SntANCt as this Vedanta philosophy must appear at first 
sight to most of us, ycu can hardly have failed to discover 
some striking similarities which it presents with the great 
systems of European philosophy. Thus the Brahman, as 
conceived in the Upanishads and defined by Sankara, is 
clearly the same as Spinoza's 'Substantia'. Spinoza defines 
it as that which is in itself and is conceived by itself (in 
it esl and per se conapitur). It is according to him in¬ 
finite, indivisible, one, free and eternal, just as Sankara’s 
Brahmin is called in the Upanishads ‘unborn, undecay¬ 
ing, undying, without parts, without action, tranquil, 
without fault or taint.' But while with Spinoza this 
‘Substantia’ simply ukes the place of God.‘ Sankara, 
when isked whether Brahman is God, would have to 
answer both Yes and No. No doubt, he defines Brahman 
as ‘the omniscient and omnipotent cause of the origin, 
the permanence, and the disappearance of the world,' but 
as he distinguishes between a phenomenal and a real 
world, he distinguishes likewise between a phenomenal 
and a real God. This is a very important distinction. 
There is, he says, a lower and a higher Brahman. Even 
the lower one is adorned with the highest predicates which 
human language has to bestow; but the higher one is 
above all praise and all predicates; even the highest which 
other religions have bestowed on the Deity are unworthy 
of Brahman. According to Sankara God, as conceived by 
the many, as an historical person, who some hundreds or 
some thousands of years ago crcitcd the worid and 
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remained its permanent ruler, is phenomenal only, ihai 
is 10 say. he is the real Brahman, but hidden behind the 
veil of human Nescience or Avidya. This may seem at 
first sight a very low idea of God, but. if properly under- 
•stood, it is really the highest and truest view' that can be 
taken. For phenomenal does not mean what is altcgeihcr 
false and unreal; the phenomenal God is the most real 
«;od, only as conceived by the human understanding, 
which never can foim an adequate idea of the Deity, 
because the Deity is inconceivable and ineffable. For all 
practical purposes, however, for the purposes of religion 
and morality, that phenomenal Deity is all that can be 
required. It is for philosophers only, for the Vedantist, 
that a higher reality is required, aud this both lor the 
•subjective Brahman, and for the objective world The 
phenomenal reality o( the objective world lasts as long as 
the conditions of the subject and the object of experience 
remain what they are. To those who cannot see a higher 
reality behind the phenomenal wodd, the phenomenal 
world possesses, of course, the most absolute reality, while 
in their eyes the real world postulated by the philosopher 
behind the veil of the senses, is utterly unreal, ii pure 
imagination. The Vedantist is quite satisfied that it 
should be so; he has no hard names for those who believe 
in a phenomenal world and a phenomenal Gcd. He 
•knows that the time will come when their eyes are open¬ 
ed. and till then, though they worship God ignorantly, 
■still they worship God, the real God or Brahman. 

The Meanings of Real 

Few words have so many meanings as real, few words 
■have undergone so many violent changes of meaning. Still 
for every honest thinker there is and there can be one 
teality c^ily. Nor can we call anything unreal unless we 
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know something that is real, and dee versa. Thus to the 
great majority of mankind, what we call the phenomenal 
world is thoroughly real, they know nothing more real; 
what the Vedantist calls the phenomenal God, the Lord 
or Isvara, is to them the only rea! and true God. 1 But 
the time come? when it is perceived that the phenomenal 
world is but phenomenal, and the phenomenal Deity is 
but phenomenal, and that behind these appearances there 
must be something real that appears. This is what the 
Vedanta calls the true Brahman, the Highest Self, the 
really real God. That Brahman, as Sankara says, though 
ignorantly worshipped, remains unaffected by our inade¬ 
quate conceptions. He is not tainted by our ignorance, as 
little as the sun is tainted by the douds that pass over it. 
Nay, we may learn in time that as the human eye cannot 
see the sun, except when covered by those passing clouds, 
the human mind also cannot possibly conceive God except 
behind the veil of human language and human thought. 
The phenomenal Brahman is therefore nothing but the 
real Brahman, only veiled in time by Nescience or 
Avidya. 

The Nature of Avidya and Maya 
That Avidya, however, is not meant for our own indivi¬ 
dual ignorance, but as an ignorance inherent in human 
nature, nay as something like a general cosmical force, as 
darkness inevitable in the light, which causes the pheno¬ 
menal world to seem and to be to us what it seems and 
what it is. Hence thit Nescience or Avidya came to be call¬ 
ed Maya, originally power (also Sakti), the productive cause 
of the whole world. This Maya soon assumed the mean¬ 
ing of Illusion, Deception, Fraud, nay it assumed a kind 
of mythological personality. The whole of this develop¬ 
ment of Vedantic thoughts, however, is certainlyrJatc, and 
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whatevcr may have been written against it, Colcbrookc. 

I think, was perfectly right when he raid ’that the notion 
that the versatile world is an entire illusion {Maya), and. 
that all that passes to the apprehension of the waking 
individual is but a phantasy, presented to his imagina¬ 
tion, nay that every seeming thing is unreal, and all ts 
visionary, docs not appear to be the doctrine of the text 
of the Vedanta.* 

CoiiBROOKF. on ‘Maya’ 

Those who boldly maintained that Colcbxooke was wrong, 
•from first to last/ seem hardly to have understoed Cole- 
Itrooke’s meaning. Let us look at the facts first. The very 
word Maya never occurs in the principal UpanLhads in 
the same seme as Avidya. It begins to show in the 
SveUBVatora Upanishad, which held a position of its own. 
This is surely an important fact, and as we now possess 
Colonel Jacob’s Concordance, we can assert it with per¬ 
fect confidence. When Maya occurs once in the plural,, 
in the Brihad Ar. Upanishad » this is really a quotation 
from the Rigvcda (VI. 47. 18), and shows how Maya, m 
the sense of Sakli. power, came to find its way into the 
language of the Vedanta. In compound words alio, Maya 
generally means power, creative power, very much like 
though in some of the later Upanishad* it has 
taken the place of Avidya. The Vedanta warns us again 
and again that we must distinguish between two kinds of 
illusion. When we imagine we see a serpent instead of a 
rope, there is something real behind the illusion, but 
when a man in an icccss of fever imagines he secs a devil, 
there it nothing red. no real devil, no devil on itch. 
behind it. This idea, that the world is only Maya, an 
illusion, a vision, a nothing, was what Colcbrookc meant 
when he said it wai absent from the Upanishads and the 
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original Vedanta philosophy, and so far he is right. The 
idea that the world Is nothing but Maya or illusion is a 
view which Sankara mentions as the theory of the 
Buddhists or the Suxyavadins, that is, of those who say 
that everything is emptiness. 

It is true that some of the Vcdantists also, who arc 
therefore called Crypto-buddhists. failed to distinguish 
between what is absolutely and what is relatively real. 
But the true Vcdantists always held that behind the rela¬ 
tively real there was the absolutely real, that behind the 
phenomenal world there was the full reality of Brahman, 
and that in believing and ignorantly worshipping a Maker 
of the world, an inditidual Deity, not entirely divested of 
all human qualities, they were believing and worshipping 
the true God, the eternal Brahman, the inconceivable and 
inexpressible source of all things. 

Sir W. Jones on the Vedanta 

Sir William Jones also perceived, like Colcbrooke. the 
true character of the ancient Vedanta when he wrote: 
‘The fundamental tenet of the Vedanta school consisted 
not in denying the existence of matter, that is, of solidity, 
impenetrability and extended figure (to deny which 
would be lunacy), but in correcting the popular notion 
of it, and in contending that it has no essence indepen¬ 
dent of mental perception, that existence and perceptibi¬ 
lity arc convertible temis, that external appearances and 
sensations are illusory, and would vanish into nothing, if 
the divine energy, which alone sustains them, were sus¬ 
pended but for a moment; an opinion Epidiarmus and 
Plato seem to have adopted, and which has been main¬ 
tained in the present century with great elegance, but 
with little public applause, partly because it has been 
misunderstood, and partly because it has been misapplied 
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by the false reasoning of some unpopular writers, vho are 
«id to have disbelieved in the moral attributes of God. 
whose omnipresence, wisdom, and goodness are the basis 
of Indian philosophy.' 1 

This fact, this perception of a relative truth con¬ 
tained in our phenomenal experience, explains, I believe, 
why we find in the Vedanta philosophy the same toler¬ 
ant spirit which we find generally in Indian religion. As 
ihc Supreme Spirit is made to say in the Bhagavadgita. 
‘Even those who worship idols, worship me/ Brahman 
might say in the Vedanta philosophy, ‘Even those who 
worship a personal God under the image of an active 
workman, or a King of kings, worship, or. at all events, 
mean. me. 

This is a very important distinction both from a 
philosophical and from a religious po\nt of view. 

The Two Brahmans are One 
We can well understand that when the same wont 
Brahman was applied in two such different senses, as the 
High and as the Low Brahman, as an unconditioned and 
as a conditioned being, there must have been great 
danger of frequent misunderstandings, and Sanlura had. 
therefore, to devote a considerable portion of his work to 
showing in numerous passages of the Upanishads which 
of «ho IWO ideas was present in each case to the thought 
of their authors. At last he asks himself:* ‘Wat then. 
—art there two Bnhraans. a higher and a lower?' And 
he answers, ‘Indeed, there arc two.' And thus we read in 
one Upanishad:* ‘The syllable Om is the higher and 
also the other Brahman. What then is the higher Brah¬ 
man, and whai she oiher Brahman?’ He answers: When 
Brahman is described in the Upanishads by negative 
words only, after excluding all differences of name and 
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fonn, due to Nescience—that is the Higher. But when 
he is described by such terms as, •♦the intelligent whose 
body consists of spirit, whose body is lighc, being distin¬ 
guished by some special name and form, for the sake of 
worship only, that is the other, the lower. Brahmin/ 

But if that be so, then the text saying that Bnhman 
lias no second" would seem to be contradicted. ‘No/ he 
says, ‘it would not. because all this it only the illu*ion of 
name and fonn. produced by Nescience/ In reality the 
two Brahmans arc one and the same Brahman—the one 
•conceivable, the other inconceivable; the one pheno¬ 
menal. the other absolutely retd. 

Nothing can be clearer than the distinction here 
drawn by Sankara. With the poets of the Upanishads. 
however, the line between the Higher and the other 
Brahmin was not always so sharply drawn, and here 
'Sankara has often to explain and sometimes to twist the 
natural sen* of the Upanishads. Thus, when interpret¬ 
ing the numerous passage of the Upanishads which des¬ 
cribe the return of the human soul after death to Brah- 
man, Sinkara always takes Brahman as the conditioned 
or the Low Brahman. ‘For a human soul.’ he says, 
'which has found the knowledge of the Highest Brahman 
cannot die. cannot be moving towards Brahman.’ That 
soul, as Sankara boldly expresses it. ‘becomes Brahman 
by being Brahman, that is. by knowing himself, by know¬ 
ing what he is, and always has been, Remove Netfiencc 
and there is light, and in that light the human Self and 
■the Divine Self shine forth in their eternal oneness. 
From this point of view of the highest reality, there is no 
difference between the highest Brahman and the indivi¬ 
dual Sdf or Annan,** The body, with all the conditions 
or upadhis attached to it, may continue for a time, even 
after the light of knowledge has appeared, but death will 
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tome and bring immediate freedom and perfect blessed¬ 
ness; while those who. thanks to ihcir good works, may 
enter the celestial paradise, have to wait even there, till 
they obtain the highest enlightenment, and arc then only 
restored to their true nature, their uuc liberty, that is, 
(heir true oneness with Brahman. 

The Germs of thi Vedanta in the Upanishads 
When we consider bow abstruse many of these meta¬ 
physical ideas arc which form the substance of the 
Vedanta philosophy, it is most interesting to see how 
Sankara succeeds in discovering them all. or at all events 
their germs, in the ancient Upanishads. It is true he 
sometimes reminds us of the manner in which texts of 
the Bible used to be interpreted, or. as it was tailed, 
'improved', in academic sermons. And yet we cannot 
deny that the germs of many of the most recondite 
thoughts of Vedanta metaphysicians arc really there, im¬ 
bedded in the Upanishads. Of course, there is as yet no 
strict and consistent terminology in those ancient texts, 
and their method is assertive rather than argumentative. 
The prevalent conception of Brahmin, for instance, is 
certainly mythological in the Upanishads. He is not 
only the germ of golden light {Hiranyagarbha), he is seen 
within the sun with golden beard and golden hair, golden 
altogether to the very tips of his nails, and his eyes arc 
blue like lotus-flowers.” Yet. in Sankara's eyes, all this 
is only the phcnomcml outside of the real Brahman, and 
of Him the same Upanishads say. ‘Tmly. O friend, this 
Imperishable is neither coarse nor fine”, neither short 
nor long, neither red (like fire) nor fluid (like water); it 
is without shadow, without darkness, without air. with¬ 
out ether, without attachment, without eyes, without ears, 
without speech, without mind, without light, without 
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brrath, without a mouth, without measure, hiving no- 
within and no without.' 8 And this process of negation, 
or what nay truly be called abstraction, goes on, till 
every leaf of the flower is plucked ofl, and nothing 
remains but the calyx or the seed, the inconceivable 
Brahman, the Self of the world. He sees, but ii unseen; 
he hears, but is unheard; he perceives, but is unper- 
ccived; nay, there is nothing in the world that secs, or 
hears, or perceives, or knows, but Brahman alone.’ 

If it is said in the Upanishads that Brahman is the 
light in the sun, the Vedantist should learn to under- 
stand that it is so, for what else could that light be but 
Brahman, which is all in all. Though we should not say 
that Brahman in its entirety is the light, the light in its 
entirety is Brahman. The nearest approach whith meta¬ 
physeal language can make to Brahman, is to call it 
Light, as it were, conscious light, which would he another 
name for knowledge. And so we read in the Mundaka 
Uparishad.'* 'This is the light of lights; when it shines, 
the sun does not shine, nor the moon and the stars, nor 
lightnings, much less this fire. When Brahman shines, 
everything shines after him, by his light all the world is 
lighted.’ Conscious light would best represent the know¬ 
ledge ascribed to Brahman, and it is well known thai 
Thomas Aquinas" also called God the intelligent Sun 
(Sol inlelligibilis). For though all purely human attri¬ 
butes are withheld from Brahman, knowledge, though 
knowledge without external object?, is left to Him. 

The Knowledge of Brahman 
Knowlfdcf is in fact the only human predicate which all 
religions venture to ascribe to the Supreme Being; 
though, in doing so. they often forget what an imperfect 
thing human knowledge is, even when it has readied its 
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highest perfection, and how unworthy the Deity, even in 
its utmost grandeur. There » a passive element in all 
liuinun knowledge, and this would be incompatible with 

Deity. The Vedanta calls Brahman omniscient, but 
another system of philosophy, the Sankhya, objects to this 
as too anthropomorphic. The Sankhya philosophers 
argue. ‘If you ascribe omniscience, that a, a necessary 
knowledge of all things, to Brahman, you make him de¬ 
pendent on the objects, with reference to the act of know¬ 
ing; be cannot help knowing, just as we cannot help 

seeing, even if we do not like it; and this would be un¬ 
worthy of Brahman.’ This, no doubt, is a very subtle 
objection, but the Vedantist meets it boldly and says: 
•The sun also, although his heat and light arc permanent, 
is nevertheless designated as independent, when we say, 
"he shines, he warms."' The Sankhya philosopher, how¬ 
ever, docs not yield yet. ‘The sun/ lie replies, ‘must have 
objects to light and to warm, whereas before the creation 
of the world, there could not have been any objects on 
which Brahman could shine, which he could have seen 
or known.' And here the reply of the Vedantist becomes 
very important. ‘First of all,’ he says, 'the sun would 
shine, even if it liad nothing to shine on. But, apart 
from that. Brahman was before rhe creation of the 
world, and had always some:hing to know and think 
upon. 1 

Names and Forms, as thf. Objects of Brahman's 
Knowi.edce 

If we ask what the objects of his eternal thoughts could 
have been, the Vedantist answers:; ‘Names and forms' 
(namc rupe). You will perceive at once the extraordinary 
similarity between this theory’, and the Platonic theory of 
the ideas, and mere still the Stoic theory of the Logos, 
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language and thought. That thought and language arc 
inseparable, had t*cn clearly perceived by the Stoic and 
Platon ill philfwophrr* at Alexandria, when calling the 
creative ideas of the Deity logoi, that is both words and 
thoughts; and equally so by the ancient Hindu philo¬ 
sophers when they called the same thoughts ruma-rupe, 
names and forms. These names and forms art in fact, 
the eide or ideas of Plato, and the species of the later 
Stoics'*. As thought by Brahman, before the creation of 
the world, these name-forms were non-manifest (avya- 
kriu); in the created world they arc manifest (yyakrila), 
and manifold. 

Thought and Language Inseparable 
The theory of thought and language being inseparable 
which we find springing up independently in India, in 
Crc<cc, and carried out to Its last consequences by the 
Alexandrian Fathers of the Christian Church, has at last 
been recognised by modern philosophers also. When I 
brought it forward some years ago in my book ‘On the 
Science of Thoughf, it was treated at first as a mere para¬ 
dox, as something new, and unheard of. The only pro¬ 
fitable objection ra^cd against my theory was that, as in 
our phenomenal world, that is. in space and time, no two 
rhings can ever be identical; neither could language and 
thought. But if that is the meaning of identical, it 
would follow that the word identical should be erased 
altogether from our dictionary, because no two things 
can ever be identical. My best critics knew belter. They 
knew that I only wanted to prose once more what had 
been proved long ago by Greek and Indian philosophers, 
namely, that languigc and thought are one, and that in 
that sense the creative thoughts of the Supreme Being 
were called the logoi, and, if conceived as one, the Logos 
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of God. It was the same Logos that was ailed by Philo 
and others, long before St. John, the huios monogenes ,,** 
•that is, the only begotten Son of God, in the sense 
of the first ideal creation or manifestation of the 
•Godhead. 

Coincidences between the Nama-rcpe and thf. 

Greek Locos 

I must confess that when I met for the first time with this 
<b»rv of the Supreme being meditating on words, and 
shaping world by mans of words, I suspected more 
thin a coiiuideuce, I suspected a real influx of 
Greek thought into India. We arc familiar with this 
theory from the Stoics and Neoplatonists. and we know- 
in Greece the long antecedent historical development 
which led to it. We fed quite certain, therefore, that 
the Greeks could not have borrowed it from India, just 
sis we cau ltave no doubt that the idea of the Logoi, and 
«hc very term of huios monogenet —wrongly tran¬ 
slated by umgenlus and only begotten—reached the 
Jews, like Philo and the early Christians like St. John 
Irwu the Greet schools at Alexandria. But a more con¬ 
sideration of the dates of the texts in which the same 
thoughts, the theory of an ideal world, and of divine 
thoughts or words realised in the material world, arc met 
with in India, venders all suspicion of borrowing impos¬ 
sible. And. after all. that theory that in the beginning 
there was the Word, or the words, and that by it or by 
them all thing* were made, is not so unnatural that it 
could not have sprung up independently in two places. 
The word is the manifestation of thought; every word, we 
most remember, expresses a concept, no: a percept. Tree 
is not meant fee this or that tree, it is the general concept 
of all trees; and if every individual thing is the realisation 
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oE an idea! type or thought or word, if every man, for in¬ 
stance. is the realisation of the divine thought or word of 
man. or of manhood, wo nerd not hr startled when we 
find in India as well u in Greece a belief that God created 
the world bv the Logos or by the word, or by the many 
words, the logoi, the ideas of Plato, the species or types of 
modem science. 

SrtKCH as a Creative Power in the Veda 
The only ^uprising thing ic that in the Vcdic literature 

we should Imd. if not exactly the same, at least very much 
the same ideas, implied from the earliest timet, and 
accepted without any attempt at explaining them. We 
can hardly account for this, unless we extend the period 
of the childhood of the Vcdic people far beyond the date 
of their first poetical compositions. Thus we find in the 
Rig-veda a hymn placed In the mouth of V6ch or Speech, 
which is unintelligible unless we admit a long previous 
growth of thought during which Speech had become not 
only one of many deities, but a kind of power even beyond 
the gods, a kind of Logos or primeval Wisdom. There 
Speech says of herself: 

'I move along with Rudra, the god of storm and 
thunder, with the Vasts, with the Adilyas, with the Visve 
Devas, I support both Mitra and Vanina, the two Asvins, 
Indra and Agni.’ 

Now what can lx the meaning of Speech supporting 
the greatest among tbc Vedic gods, unless she was con¬ 
ceived as a power greater than the gods? 

Then she toys again: 

3. T am the Queen, the gatherer of treasures. I ant 
intelligent, the first o! those who deserve sacrifice the 
gods have made me manifold, standing in many places, 
entering into many things.' 
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6. 'I stretch ihc bow foi Rudra to kill the enemy, 
il*e barer of Brahman: I cause war for men. I stretch out 
lien veil and earth.’ 

8. ‘I breathe like the wind, holding to all things; 
beyond the sky. beyond this earth; such a one ain I by my 
power.’ 

It docs not seem to me that all this could be said, if 
VAch or Speech had been conceived simply as spoken lan¬ 
guage, or even as prayer or hymn of praise. It i« quite 
true that from a very early time miraculous power was 
ascribed to the hymns of the Veda, whether for blessing 
or cursing. Still all this would not account for Vfch or 
Speech stretching out heaven and earth, nay being greater 
than heaven and earth. Such expressions seem to me to 
presuppose in a distant pas* the conception of Speech or 
the Word as a creative power, though possibly in the 
vague character of the Jewish Wisdom (Sophia) rather 
than in the more definite form of the Greek Logos. 

Similarity with the Oui TestamInt Wisdom 
When we come to the Bt&hmanas, we find there also 
many passages which would become far more intelligible, 
if we might take V&e )i or Speech in the seme of the Jewish 
Wisdom, who says (Prov. viii. 22), ‘The Lord possessed 
me in the beginning of his way, before his works of old.' 

23. ‘I was set up from everlasting, from the begin¬ 
ning, or ever the earth was.' 

25. ‘Before the mountains were settled, before the 
bills was I brought forth.' 

27. 'When he prepared the heavens, I was there; 
when he set a compass upon the face of the depth;' 

30. ‘Then I was by him, as one brought up with 
biro, and I was daily his delight, rejoicing always before 
liira.’ . 
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A very similar strain of thought meets us, for in¬ 
stance in the Paaehavimsa Brjtmana ,’° where we 
read:! ‘Prajapati, tie Creator, was all this. He had 
Speech (v6ch) as his own. as a second, or in the language of 
the Bible, as one brought up with him. He thought. Let 
me send forth this speech; she will traverse and pervade 
all this. He sent her forth, and she traversed and per¬ 
vaded all this." In other passages vach is called the 
daughter, in others again the wife of the Creator or 
Prajapati (as she is called his daily delight in the Old 
Testament), and she is always the principal agent in the 
work of creation. We read that 'all vas made by v&th, and 
likewise that all that was made, was vdeh.'-' Just as we 
read in St. John. 'All things were made by the Word, and 
without the Word was not anything made that was made." 

Dm Brahman mean Word? 

That the ancient philosophers of India believed that the 
world was created by the Word, or that in the beginning 
there was the Word, would become still more manifest, if 
we could prove that Brahman had originally, long even 
before the composition of the Vedas, the meaning of word. 
Now there are passages in the Br/ihmanas when it really 
seems as if we ought to translate Brahman by Word, or 
when at all events the whole passage would become more 
intelligible if we did so. For instance, in the Satapalho 
BrAhmana* 1 we read: Prajapati, the Lord of all created 
things, desired, "May I be more than one, mar I be 
reproduced. ... He created first of all Brahman.”' Here 
I think that Rrahman was originally understood in the 
sense of Word, for immediately afterwards v&ch, Speech, 
takes the place of Brahman, and from it everything else is 
produced. I should therefore translate, ‘He created first 
of all the Word,’ from which everything else proceeded. 
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In later times this Word was identified with the Veda, 
nay even with the three Sainhitas. it we possess them, but 
this could hardly have been its original purport, though 
in our passage Brahman is explained by ‘the threefold 
Science.’ iliac is, the threefold Veda. 

This original meaning of Brahman may afterwards 
have been forgotten, but we can discover faint traces of it 
here and there. Thus Brihas-pati, the lord of speech, is 
also called Vachas-pati. showing that brih and vdeh had the 
same meaning. Nay. the two, Brihas-pati and Vdeh seem 
sometimes to form one deity. 55 Again in the Chhdnd. 
Up}* the Brihati, which is derived from brih, is explained 
by speech. Now this brih is the root from which Brahman 
also is derived. If brih meant originally to break or 
bunt forth. Brahman would have meant at first what 
breaks forth, an utterance, a word, and in this sense and 
in the sense of prayer Brahman is of very frequent occur¬ 
rence in the Veda. It might, however, at the same time 
base meant what bursts forth in the sense of creation or 
creator, particularly when creation was conceived not ns 
a making, but as a coming forth. 

Brahman derived from thf. same Root as Verbvm 
and Word 

We must now go a step further. The root brih exists 
also as bridh or vridh, and then means to burst forth, in 
the sense of growing. If then from vridh we formed a 
substantive vardha, this would in Latin regularly take the 
form a vCrbum. Latin has no dh, but represents dh by 
/ or b, to that instead of Sanskrit rudhin, red. we have 
in Latin either rufus or ruber, in English red. And this 
takes us another step forward. As the Sanskrit dh is 
represented in English by d, this vardha, this Latin 
rercum,,would regularly be reproduced in English by 
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word, tlial is brahmin, vrrbum, and word would all pro¬ 
ceed from the umc root vtih or vridh, to bum forth, and 
would share the same meaning, viz. word. We must not 
conclude at once that therefore Brahman, as the source 
of the universe, was from the first conceived as the crea¬ 
tive Word of the Logos. Tim would be too good to be 
true. But the fact that the same word brahman meant 
the creative power which bums forth, and also the word 
that bursts forth, may have helped the earliest thinkers 
in India to the idci that the first bursting forth of the 
world was the word or thought uttered in and by 
Brahman. 

Nama-rupe the Connecting-link between Brahman 
•AND T1IE WORIO 

Thebe are other passage* in the Br/ihmanirt which make 
it quite clear that the idea of a communication between 
the Creator and the created world by means of words was 
familiar to the BrXhmanas at a very early time, though it 
was afterwards misunderstood and forgotten. Thus, as 
Professor Deussen pointed out. we read in the Selapalha 
Brdhmana 1 ': 'Brahman was all this in the beginning. It 
sent fords (created) the godi, and having sent them forth, 
it established them over these worlds, Agni (fire) over the 
earth. Vayu (wind) over the air, and Surya (sun) over the 
sky.’ This is one visible world, but above this conies a 
higher world, and thus the Brfihmana continues: ‘As to 
the worlds above these. Brahman established over them 
the deities who arc above the former deities. And as 
those worlds arc manifest and Uicir deities, these world* 
also and their deities arc manifest where he established 
them.’ This gives us two worlds, but Brahman himself 
transcends them both. For the Br&hmana continues: — 
‘Then Brahman went to the half (which was not mani- 
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'fat) beyond, and having gone ihere, he thought. "How 
<an i gcl into these worlds?" This shows that Brahman 
lial been raised to so transccndeoc a height that lie could 
no longer communicate with the real world. Still a com¬ 
munication was wanted, and how was it achieved? We are 
tnd. "By word: and forms." that is by what the Stoics would 
have called the logoi or the logos. And thus wc read, “And 
Brahman got into the worlds, by two. by forms (rfi/w) 
and words (njma). Of whatever thing there is a name 
tliat is thus named; and of whatever thing there is no 
name, that is thus named; and of whatever thing there is 
no name, what one knows by form, saying it is such that 
is such (of such form). For all this (universe) extends as 
far as name and form extend. These two. name and 
form, are the two great powers of Brahman, and whoever 
Inows these two great powers of Brahman, becomes him¬ 
self a great power. These arc the two great revelations 
•of Brahman, and whoever knows these two great revela¬ 
tions of Brahman, becomes himself a gTcat revelation." 

In reading these scattered passages, it is difficult to 
resist the feeling that there is more behind them ilun the 
authors of (he Bvdhmanas themselves understood. Brah¬ 
man U conceived a* sublimely transcendent, as not only 
above earth, air. and sky. but as beyond a second world 
which lies beyond this visible world. And if it was asked 
how this transcendent power could be brought into any 
-relation with his own creation, the answer is by means 
ol his two great powers and revelations, by means of 
words and forms, that is by means of those forms or t\A* 
which arc woids, and by means of those words or logoi 
which are forms. 

These are magnificent intuitions of tnith, but they 
are almost beyond the intellectual reach of the authors of 
the Brihmanai; they are like stars that have set beneath 
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« h cir horizon, and of which ,he later thinken have 
caught but a /amt glimmering here and there. 

. ° nC m0r ? P®*"* ,bc decid- 

cd. which has not yet been considered i„ connexion with 
this conception of Language and Reason as a creative 
power, and as a power for sustaining and per- 
vading the world. I. occu.s in the Maitrayanc £L 
ni^d, ‘ where we read: 'Two Brahmans have to be 
mediated on. the word and tire non word. Bv the word 
alone i, the non-word revealed.' Here we have again the 
exact counterpart of the Logos of the Alexandrian 
schools. There is. according to the Alexandrian phiio- 
sopher. the Divine Essence which is revealed bv the 
Word and the Word which alone reveals it. In its un- 
rcvcaled state it is unknown, and was by some Christian 
philosophers called the Father; in its revealed state i, wn. 
the Divine Logos or :tc Son. 

From all this it seems to me tint we are driven to 
admit that the same line of thought which, after a long 
prepara non found its final expression in Philo and later 
on in Clement of Alexandria, was worked out in India 
at a much earlier time, starting from very similar begin¬ 
nings and arriving at very similar results. But «hew i, 
nothing to indicate a borrowing on one side or the other. 


The Cods or other Rxucions 
Wiiex the Vedanrists have to deal with the gods of other 
ichgion.% they naturally see in them, not their abiolutc 
Brahman, but their qualified and active Brahman, their 
Prajapati, the Lord or Itvara of all created thing*, iheir 
own Creator, Supporter, and Ruler of die world. Their 
language gives them a great advantage, for by a mere 
change of accent they can change the neuter Brdhman. 
with the accent on the first syllabic, into the masculine 
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Brahman, with the accent oa the last salable. It it by 
these apparently insignificant contrivancfs that language 
mar be said to help or to hinder thought. If we comider 
lhat by this masculine Bralvnnn they neant the active 
personal deity, endowed with all divine qualities, such as 
omnipotence, omniscience, justice, pity, and all the rest, 
it » easy to understand ilia; such Deities as Jehovah, as 
represented in the Old Testament, and the Jehovah, or 
God the Father, as conceived in many passages of the 
New Testament, the Allah o! the Koran also, should have 
heel identified by them with the masculine, not with the 
neuter Brahman. Nor did they thereby assign to these 
deities an inferior position. For their own phenomenal 
god, their Prajapati or masculine Brahman, though 
phenomenal, or as we might say, historical, was to 
I hem as real a« anything, when known by us. can be. 
Nevertheless, behind that God. as known and named by 
human beings, they admitted an unknown God, or a 
Divine Nature, of which Prajapati, Jehovah, Allah, and 
God the Father would be the 1*rsonte only. These per¬ 
sonal aspects of the Divine Nature were meant for the 
human understanding and for human worship; they may 
be called historical, if only we remember that the history 
of God can onlv be the history of the human conscious¬ 
ness of God. or of the ideas which man. from the lowest 
stage of nature-worship to the highest uage of consnous 
divine sonship, has framed to himself of that transcen¬ 
dent Power which he feels both without and within. You 
will find that this concept of a Divine Nature in which 
the divine persons participate was familiar, not only to 
medieval Mystics, but to some of the most orthodox 
theologians also Of course in the Middle Ages what was 
orthodox in one century became often unorthodox in the 
ncit, oqc Council condemned another, one Pope ana- 
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thcvisal another. But .he idea .hat .here was a Divine 
Esseux. which was manifested in .he Father, ihe Son 
:W «1,C Holy CW. was famihar .o many Christiun 
Ibeokpans, in ancient and modem times. Hence arose 
the danger on one side of substituting a Qua.er.ity for 
the Trinity, .hat is ,he Divine Essmce and «hc three sub- 
•stances Father. Son. and Holy Chost. or on the other 
side of changing the Trinity into three gods, distinct sub- 
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While therefore the active deities of oilier religions 
were naturally recognised by modem followers of «l,c 
' edanta in their nusailine Brahman, the Divine Sub- 
suncc m which these gods participated, the Godhead 
which the Christian nominalists defined as a name com- 
mon to the three persons, seemed to then, to correspond 
*«t with the neuter Brahman, the unknown, inconceiv¬ 
able. and ineffable God. 


Naua-rupe, the Product of Avidya 
AVrn. all the similarities between Indian and European 
philosophy, however, there is. as there always will be a 
•difference, and a great difference. 

First of all, these N'anu-nipe, these logoi or the Logo*, 
which could be represented as embodied in the Divine 
wisdom in the West, remained with the Vedanta philo¬ 
sophers the result of Nescience, or Avidya. They were the 
'thoughts of Brahmin, not of Brihman/ they belonged to 
•the active and creative Brahman, the Isvara or Lord 
•buch speculations are ipt to make m f««l giddy, bu. what- 
<vcr wc may think about them, they show at all events to 
what a height Indian philosophy had risen in its patient 
•dunb from peak to peak, and how strong its lungs must 
lhave been to be able to breathe in such an atmosphere. 
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Secondly, we must remember that what we call the- 
creation of the world, as an historical act performed once, 
at a certain time does not csiat for the Vcdaniiau. They 
speak of a repeated manifestation or coming forth from 
brahman, which had no beginning and will have no end,. 
At the conclusion of great periods the universe is taken, 
hack into Brahman and then sent forth again. But there 
never was a beginning and there never will be an end. 
There is an unbroken continuity between great periods 
or Sal pax, the work done in one continues to act in the 
next period, and that continuity rests on BrahuuiU, as the 
active and personal Lord {Inara). He sees that the next 
world should be what it ought to be. atxl that nothing 
should be lost. In some places certain latent powers or 
xaktis are ascribed to this Biahman in cider to account 
for the variety of created things in each period, for vhat 
we should cail die various logoi or .species. But this is. 
strongly objected to by Sankara, who holds that the uni¬ 
verse, though it has all its reality in and from Brahman,, 
is not to be loolcd upon as a modification, or what. in> 
these days, we should call evolution ( parinSma ). For 
Brahman, being perfect, cm never be changed or modi¬ 
fied. and what is called the created world in all its variety 
is and remains vith the Vedamist the result of a prime¬ 
val and universal turning aside or perversion (vivaria), 
caused by Avidya or Nescience. Hence the Creator as 
well as the creation, as such, pesssesscs a relative reality, 
only, or, as we should say. they are both phenomenal, just 
as every individual soul, as such, can claim no absolute* 
reality, but remains phenomenal to itself till it has dis¬ 
covered its absolute reality in Brahman which is hidden* 
in every soul. Nay, as the individual soul has been nude 
individual by means of the Upadhis. the obstructions, i.e. 
the bod\\ the senses, and the mind, the Creator also is. 
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wha * Hc i5 b y mca,J5 of »«nc Upadhis. only Upadhis 
of a much purer character (visudiha). This Citato' or 
pervmial God. we should remember, i, a » lca! „ QUI ow „ 
pcnonal sclf-and vhat can l>c more real in the ordinary 
language of tl.c world? What seems unreasonable is that 
rhosc who speak in the name of what they call common 
sense, should first deny that there can be any reality 
beyond that which we see and touch, and then protest if 
that higher reality in which they themselves do not bc- 
l.eve.s den.ed to the object, of their sense, and to all 
knowledge derived from them. 

Thy Vedanta in Practical Life 
Lor ill practical purposes, the Vedantist would hold that 
the whole phenomenal world, both in its objective and 
subjective character, should be accepted as real. It is as 
real at anything can be to the ordinary mind. It is not 
mere emptiness, as the Buddhists maintain. And thus 
the Vedanta philosophy leaves to every man x wide 
sphere of real usefulness, and places him under a law as 
strict and binding a? anything can be in this transitory 
Itfc. It leaves him a deity to worship as omnipotent and 
majestic as the deities of any other religions. It has room 
for almost every religion, nay, it embraces them all. Even 
when the higher light appears, that higher light docs not. 
dcstror the reality of the former world, but imparts to it, 
even in its transitory and evanescent character, a fuller 
reality and a deeper meaning. Kant also knew that our 
world is and can be phenomenal only, and that the Ding 
an sich (the thing itself), in one seme the Brahman, lies 
beyond our knowledge, that is. is separated from us by 
Nesdcace. or Avidva, and he establishes his practical and 
moral philosophy for the phenomenal world, as if i» nou- 
inenal world existed. Yet he retains the idea of a moral 
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law for the phenomenal world in which we live, nay, he 
use* ihe idea of a moral law as the only certain proof of 
the existence of God. The Veda mist has an advantage of 
which he does not fail to avail himself. As the moral law 
is based on the Veda (Karimkthitla), he stands up for it as 
revealed truth for those who arc still under the law. and 
he grants freedom to those only who are no longer of this 
world. 


The Ethics or me Vhdama 
It has often been said that a philosophical religion like 
the Vedanta is deficient, because it cannot supply a solid 
foundation for morality. It is quite true that some philo¬ 
sophers hold th«t ethics have nothing to do with reli¬ 
gion, and should have their own foundation, indepen¬ 
dent of all religion, though binding on every human 
beirjg. whatever his religion may be. But this question, 
which is at present being agitated in the leading philo¬ 
sophical journals of Germany, France, and America, need 
not detain us. for I hope to be able to show that the 
Vedanta philosophy, so far from merely, supplying a 
metaphysical explanation of the world, aims at establish¬ 
ing its ethics on the most solid philosophical and reli- 
gious foundations. 

I pointed out already that a very strict moral discip¬ 
line is laid on everybody before he is even allowed to ap- 
prcoch the study of the Vedanta, and that all authorities 
teach that no one could possibly enter into its spirit who 
has not previously subdued the passions and ambitions of 
the human heart. But there is still more in store to im¬ 
part to this Heeling life a permanent moral purpose. You 
may remember that the Vendantists do not hold tha; the 
world was creaicd at a certain time and once only, but 
tha: they consider the world eternal, only from time to 
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time tikcn back into Brahman and then emitted again 
from Brahman. What we should call the active power in 
this process is the qualified Brahman, the Lord (/ttura), 
or. as we should say. ihc Creator of the world as it exists, 
for us. But. if so. and if that Creator must be accepted 
as perfect, as just and righteous, how. we should ask with, 
the Vedantist. can we ascribe to Him the wrongs with 
which the world abounds, and the apparently undeserved 
sufferirgs of its inhabitants? Why was one child born 
blind or brought up in a society where its moral nature 
must suffer shipwreck? Why arc the bad so often trium¬ 
phant. and the good trampled under foot? Why is there 
so much suffering at childbirth and at the approach of 
death? Why arc the innocent punished, while the wicked 
escape? Various answers have been given to these 
questions by various philosophers and religious tachers. 
We may acquiesce in them, if we hold certain religious 
beliefs, but no system of pure ethics has been able to 
satisfy diose who a«i these questions in the agony of 
their undeserved afflictions. The answer of the Vedanta 
philosophers is well known, and has become the keynote 
not only of the Brahmanic, but likewise of Buddhist 
morality, over the greater part of the world. There must 
be a cause, they say. to account for the effect which we sec 
but too clearly, and that cause cannot possibly be found 
in the mere caprice or injustice of the Creator. 

The Doctrine of Kakman 

Theretore, if it is a result for us. it can only be the 
iruilt of kefs done in a former life. You sec that the 
previous, nay the eternal existence of individual souls is 
taken for granted, as it seems to be likewise in certain 
passages of the New Testament 1 *. But whatever we may 
think, of the premises on which this theory rests, iu in- 
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flucnce on human character has been marvellous. If a 
man feels that what, without any fault of his own. he 
suffers in his life can only be the result of some of his own 
former acts, he will bear his sufferings vith more rcsig- 
naticn, like a debtor who is paying off an old debt. And 
if he knows besides that in this life he may by suffering 
not only pay off his old debts, but actually lay by moral 
capiul for the future, lie has a motive for goodness, 
which is not more selfish than it ought to be The belief 
that no act. whether good or bad. can be lost, is only the 
same belief in the moral world which our belief in the 
preservation of force is in the physical world. Nothing 
can he lost. But while the Buddhists hast accepted this 
ethical and metaphysical doctrine in its purely mecha¬ 
nical sense, as a belief in a power which acts without any 
divine superintendence, the V*dantUu, who hold that the 
seeds of the world lie dormant in Brahman during the 
interval between one age (kalpa) and another, between 
one creation and the next, teach that the effects which our 
past works will produce, depend after all on the creator 
and ruler of the world, the more or lens personal Isivra 
or Lcrd. Speaking, as they always do, in metaphors, thev 
say that though the icc«U of good and evil deeds are of tux- 
own sowing, their grow th in the next world depends on 
the Lord, just as the growth of natural seeds depends on 
the rain and sunshine of heaven. However sceptical vc 
may be on the power of any ethical teaching, and its in¬ 
fluence on the practical conduct of men and women, 
there can be ho doubt that this doctrine of Karman (kar¬ 
ma* ncam .imply ac , or deed) has met with the wides 
acceptance, and has helped to soften the sufferings of mil¬ 
lions, and to encourage them not only in their endurance 
of present evils, but likewise in their efforts to improve 
their future condition. 


v—7 
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Pre-existence ok the Soul 

One point is sometime* left in the dark, namely, how it is 
that we, who have no recollection of what wc did in a 
■former life, nay, who know nothing of that former life 
beyond its mere existence, should nevertheless be made 10 
suffer for our former deeds or misdeeds. But why should 
we remember our former life if wc do not even remern- 
ber lire first two, three, or four years of our present life? 
'The belief expressed by Wordsworth that: 

■The soul that rises with us, our life’s stir. 

Has had elsewhere its setting 
And cometh from afar,’ 

is possibly by this time a general belief; but the belief 
which is based on it. that our star in this life is what wc 
ntadr it in a former life, would probably sound strange, 
as yet, to many ears. Now it seemi as if some teachers of 
the Vedanta had fdt that the Karman, or the acts for 
which wc suffer in this life or for which wc are rewarded, 
need not have been exclusively ttose performed by our- 
Stives, but that the Karman may be of a more collective 
thane ter, and that as we enjoy so many of the rewards of 
good work done by others, we may also have to bear the 
conwqucnces of evil deeds done by others. This would 
lead to the conception of the human race as one body or 
one family in which the whole suffers when any individual 
mere ber suffers, for we are members one of another; it 
would account for the working of heredity or the perpe- 
ruation of acquired habits; nay. it would make us under- 
stand the meaning of the iniquity of the fathers being 
visited upon the children unto the third and founh 

«neration. . 

With the Vediniisu this feeling of a common mter- 
<st. nay, of the oneness or solidarity of the human racc> 
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was most natural. Their whole philosophy was built on 
the ccnviction that every human being has its true being 
in Brahman, and this feeling, though it ii chiefly meta¬ 
physial, breaks oat occasionally as a moral power also. 
We say, Wc should love our neighbour as ourselves. The 
Veda mist says. We should love our neighbours as our self, 
that it, we should love them rot for what is merely phe¬ 
nomenal in thein, for their goodness, or beauty, or 
strength, or kindi«ss, but for their soul, for the divine 
Self in all of theta. Thus, in the Upunithads, an old 
sage, who takes leave of his two wives when retiring into 
the forest, says to his beloved Maitrevi: ” Thou who art 
truly dear to me, thou speakest dear words. Come, lit 
down, I will explain it to thee, and mark well what I ray. 
And he said: “Verily, a husband is not dear, that you may 
love the husband; but that yon may love the Self, theic- 
lorc a husband is dear. Verily, a wife is not dear, that 
you may love the wife; but that you may love the Sef, 
therefore a wife is dear." * 

Tliis is carried on to sons, and friends, to the gods 
and all creatures, they all arc to be loved, not for them¬ 
selves as they appear, but for the Self that is in them, for 
their eternal Self, for that universal Self in which wc all 
share, in which we all live and move and have our being. 
Like many a truth in Eastern religion, this truth also, 
that ia loving our neighbour we really love God. and that 
in loving our neighbour we love ourselves, has sometimes 
been carried to an extreme, till it became a caricature. 
But. rcvertheless, it shows an enormous amount of intel¬ 
lectual labour to have reasoned out that we should lore 
our neighbour, because in loving him wc love God, and 
in loving God, we love ourselves. The deep truth that 
lies hidden in this, was certainly not elaborated by any 
other nation, so far as I know. 


100 


THE VEDANTA PHILOSOPHY 


So much 10 show that the Vedanta, philosophy, ab¬ 
struse as its metaphysics are. has not neglected the im¬ 
portant sphere ef Ethics, but that on the contrary, we find 
ethics in the beginning, ethics in the middle, and ethics in 
the end, to say nothing of the fact that minds so engros¬ 
sed with divine things as the Vedanta philosophers, are 
not likely to fall victims to the ordinary temptations of 
the world, the flesh, and other powers. 

Recapitulation 

I wish that you should carry away a clear idea of the 
Vedanta philosophy, if not in all its dctails-thai is im¬ 
passible—but at least in its general purpose. It is a very 
bad habit to say. 'Oh. philosophy is too deep for me.’ or 
to dispose of Eastern philosophy by saying that it is eso¬ 
teric or mystic. Remember that all this Vedanta philo¬ 
sophy was never esoteric, but that it was open to all, and 
was elaborated by men who, in culture and general know¬ 
ledge, stood far below any one of us here present. Should 
we not be able to follow in their footsteps? Should 
the wisdom reached by the dark-skinned inhabitants of 
India two or three thousand years ago be too high or too 
deep for us? And as to their philosophy being called 
niyitic, it really secuis to me as if those who arc so fond of 
uiing that name, spell it. perhaps, with an ‘i’, and not 
with a *y\ They seem to imagine that mystic philo¬ 
sophy must be full of mist and clouds and vapour. True 
mystic philosophy, however, is as clear as a summer sky, 
it is full of brightness and full of warmth. Mystic meant 
originally no more than what required preparation and 
initiation, and mysteries were not dark things left dark, 
bat dark things made bright ard clear and intelligible. 

If a system of philosophy is a consistent, and, as it 
were, an organic whole, springing from one small seed. 
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it should always be possible to fix on its central truth 
from which all its dogmas proceed, and, leaving out all 
by work and ornamentation, to trace the direction in 
which in sigumcnu move, and 10 discover the goal which 
they are meant to reach. 

Now, the quintessence ol the Vedanta philosophy 
has been well formulated by a native philosopher in one 
short line, and it would be well if the same could be done 
for other systems of philosophy also. Our Vcdantist 
rays: *• 

‘In one half verse I shall cell you what has been tohl 
in thousarxls of volumes:—Brahman a true, the world is 
lalsc, mans soul is Brahman and nothing else’—or, as we 
should say: "Cod is true, the world is fleeting, man’s soul 
is God and nothing else.' And then he adds: 3 ' 

‘There is nothing vorth gaining there is nothing 
worth enjoying, there is nothing worth knowing but 
Krahinan alone; for he who knows Brahman, u Brahman.’ 
This, too, we might possibly translate by the more 
familiar words: ‘What ihall it profit a man, if he shall 
gain the whole world, and lose bis own soul?’ 


nn: END 
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j. Jones, Sir William:. Works, Calcutta edition, I. 
pp. 20. 125, 127. 

2. Cousin, Victor: Works, Vol. I. p. 82 

S. See Mamhmkharima Suryarima, Vikr&sagara, 

p. 5. 

4. Brihad A'anyaka Upamshad V, 2. 

5. Br&hman as a neuter is paroxytone, as a mascu¬ 
line oxytone. Brahmin. 

6. See infra, p. 149. . 

7. The same ideas arc well summed up in one ot 
the Upanishads (B'ih. Ar. Up. Ill, 9). where we arc told 
that there were at hist more than three thousand and three 
hundred gods, but they were reduced to SS, to 6, to S. to 
2, to li, and at last to one, which One is the breath of life, 
the Seif, and his nunc is That. 

8. R. V. III. 55. I. 

9. This VyOM Bftdarftyana can hardly be, «* Weber 
and others suppostd. the same' as the Vy&sa Dvaipiyana. 
the reputed author of the Nlahkbh&rata. The character 
of their works is different, and so arc their names. Bada- 
riyana, the author of the BrahmasQtras, is generally refer¬ 
red io about 400 A.D.. though without very conclusive 

evidence. . . OA 

10. We are told in the Sarvadarsana-Mn-grana (p. eu, 

tranil. Cowell) that Ramanuja, who lived in the twelfth 
century, found the previous commentary’ composed by 
BodhSyana too prolix, and therefore composed his own. 
Rimanuja says so himself in his Sribhaihya, and informs 
us that other teachers before him had done the same 
(Ved-sutta*. transl. Thibaut, vol i. p. xxi). If the Vritii- 
karn against whom some of Sankara s remarks arc said to 
be intended is the same Bodhiiyana. his date would be 
previous at least to 700 a.d. . 

11. In some cases the different expositors of the 

• 
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Vednnia-tutras do actual violence to the text. Thus in 
?hC SQ ‘ ,fl ’ " n**™**** no it, ten na 
pracuryat. 1 his is meant to show that the suffix maya in 
anandamaya does not necessarily convey the idea of change 
or degree, which would not be applicable to Brahman, but 
ahat it convey* the idea of abundance (pracurya ). But 
Vallabha explains pracuryat not as an ablative but as 
a compound prieuna+i, U. going towards or reach¬ 
ing abandonee; because this material world itself is Brah- 
man. vlnch has attained to the condition of abundance 
(Shaddirsana-cmtarikd III, p. 39). 

12 Thus in the commentary on Vcd.-jQtras II, 11, 
we read: ;in matters to be known from Scripture mere 
reasoning is noi io be relied on for the following reason 
alio. As the thoughts of men are altogether unfettered, 
reasoning which disregards the holy texts, and rots on 
individual opinion only, has no proper foundation. We 
sec how arguments, which some clever men had excogitat¬ 
ed with great pains, arc shown, by people still more in- 

K ious. to he fallacious, and how the arguments of the 

er again arc refuted in their turn by other men; so 
that, oa account of the diversity of men’s opinions, it is 
impossible to accept mere reasoning as having a sure 
foundation. Nor an we get over this difficulty bv accept¬ 
ing as veil-founded the reasoning of some person of reccg- 
nised menial eminence, may he be Kapila oi anybody clic: 
since we observe that even men of the nwst undoubted 
mental eminence, such as Kapila, Kan&6a, and other 
founders of philosophical schools, have contradicted otic 
another.' It is true that this line of reasoning is objected 
to because in reasoning againsi reasoning, we implicitly 
admit the authority of reason. But in the end . Sankara 
holds that ‘the true nature of the cause of the world, on 
which final emancipation depends, cannot, on account of 
us excessive abstnmness. even be thought of without tic 
help of the holy texts.’ ‘The Veda,’ he adds, ’which is 
eternal and the source of knowledge, may be allowed to 
haw for its object lirmly wiabliihed things, and hence the 
perfection of that knowledge which is founded on the 
veda cannot be denied by any of the logicians of the pan, 
present, or future. We have thus establishtd the perfee- 
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•sion of this our knowledge which reposes on the 
Upaniihads.' 

See also II, 1, 27: ‘As the Purdna says: “Do not apply 
reasoning to what is unthinkable! The mark of the un¬ 
thinkable is that it is above all material causes." There¬ 
fore the cognition of what is supersensuous is based on the 
holy texts only. But—our opponent will say—even the 
holy texts cannot make us understand salmi is contradic¬ 
tory. Brdhnun, you say, which is without parts undergoes 
a change, but not the entire Brdhman. If Br&hman is 
without pans, it docs either not change at all, or it changes 
in its entirety. If, on the other hand, it is said that it 
changes partly and persists partly, a break is effected in its 
nature, and Irom that it follow* that it consists cf parts. 
See.’ Here Sankara admits a real difficulty, but he explains 
it away by showing that the break in Brahman is the 
result of Avidya (nescience) only. The same reasoning is 
applied in II, 1. SI and elsewhere. 

13. Chhdndogya Upanishad VI., 27. 

14. See Tain. Upanithad 11, 7, Sacred Books of the 
East . xv„ p. 58. 

15. Sec Vcddntasdtias I, 4, 14-15. 

16. Saina, Dame. Uparati (often explained as relin- 

r 'shment of all sacrificial duties), Titikshd , Stmddhi, 
ddhd. 

17. Dcuvtn, System, p. 85. 

18. It is left out in some texts. 

19. See Catalogues of Sanskrit Books in the British 
Museum, by Haas and Bendall, s. v. Badar&yana. 

20. Brth. Upanishad IV, 4. 

21. St. Paul—2 Cor. iv. IS. 


Chapter II 

1. Knfha Upanishad I, 26. 

2. It is very tempting to read dh&lupras&dit, and 
to translate 'from the quieting of the elements/ taking 
-elements in the sense of the three Gunas, sattvam, rajas, 
and larias; see Jibfila Up. IV. But the same expression 
dhdtuh prauldat occurs again in the Svet&ivatara Upani- 
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shad III, 20 and in the Mahunii&vana Up. VIII, 3; while 

ihc compound dhxtupratdda doe* not occur in the Upini- 
shads, nor it fnas&da ever used of the equalisation of the 

K , but constantly of the favour or grace of personal 

(livara, kc.\ 

J. It would introduce a thoroughly modern idea to 
translate 'The spirit who watches over those who sleep.’ 
Nor docs atyei mean ‘to cicupr'. 

3a. Westcott. St. John, p. 160. 

4. Probably the earliest references to the procession 
of the equinoxes. 

5. Ibis may refer to shooting stars or to comets 

6. This may refer to the tradition of a deluge. 

7. MaitrAya n a Upanishad VI. 17. 

8. Ibid. VI, 20. 

9. Ibid. VI. 34. Exactly the same idea is expressed 
by Buddha in the first verse of the Dhammapada (Sacred 
Booh of the East, x, p. 3): 'All that we are is the result 
of what.we have thought: it is founded on our thoughts, 
it is made up of our thoughts' 

10. Bnh. Ar. Upanishad IV. 6; S. B. E. xv. p. 135. 

11. Vcddntamtras I. 2. 

12. St. Augustine, De Doctr. Christ. 1, 6: 'Si autrm 
dixi, non est quoi diccie volui.' (If I have spoken other¬ 
wise, it is not what I wished to say). 

IS. The text is certainly corrupt, hut none of the 
emendations hitherto proposed is in the least satisfactory. 
Ir is easy to say what the text ought to be, but it is diffi¬ 
cult io explain how the text., if it ever was like what we 
think it ought to have been, could have become what it is 
now, Hie Rhodos, hie saltal 

14. It hat been truly said ihai ihc Gnostic tradition 
was secret in so far only as all Christians did not. as a 
matter of fact, understand it. yet not secret in so far as all 
ought to understand it. Hence Clement denied that the 
Church possessed didachas alias aperretous (other teach¬ 
ings for the initiated), while vet he speaks of to tes gnomes 

apberreton (Initiation to those who know): cf. Bigg. 
Bampton Lectures on Christian Platonists, 1888, p. 5/. 
15. Maitr. Up. VI. 29. 

16. Svet. Up. VI. 25. 
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17. Ad Monachos 2. 

18. 'Quae pugna verborum silentio cavenda magis- 
auam voce pacanda at' (Dc Door. Christ. 1, 6). 

19. III. 2, 27. 

20 Cf. Tail!. Ip. IU. 1; Prolessor Thibaut (III, 2. 
1) translates ‘Learn Brahman, O friend.' which is hardly 

right. 

21. Fortnightly Review, 1875, p. 780. 

22 Spinoza, Etkica, I, Propos. XII. ‘Nullum sub¬ 
stantia attrxbutum potest i ere concipi, ex quo sequitur 
substartium non posse dividi.' 

23. Sometimes four vritlis or activities of the inner 
organ »re mentioned: thev are man/Ji- (memory or mind). 
buddh: (perception), ahamMra (egoity) and chitta 
(thought). 

24. Cf. Spinoza, Ethica. II, vii, S:j 4 Modi cogitandi, 
ul amor cupiditas,' &c. 

25. Also consideration (samia^a and vihripai) and' 
decision (niichay, i and adhydtaya). 

26. This view ol Nescience or AvidyA is clearly put 
forward in the VeddntasiddhuntamtktAvali as translated 
by Professor Vcnis (pp. 14-15): 'Of the reality of Nescience 

(avidyG) there is no evidence, revealed or human_ Is 

Nescience proved by Veda or by perception, &C-, or is it 
assumed to account for the world of experience, which can¬ 
not otherwise be accounted for? Not by Veda, nor by 
perception, inference, or human teathing. For, by any of 
these Nescience were dearly proved, controversy would be 
at an end. And since there is no evidence for Nescience it 
must needs be granted that Nescience is assumed to- 
account for the othenvise inexplicable production of the 
unreal world.......For there is no other course apart from 

this assumption of Nescience.’ See Col. Jacob, Veddnta- 
s&ra, p. 173. 

27. IV. 1, 2. 

28. Professor Thibaut (Introd. p. 100) and Col. Jacob 
seem to hold that this identity of the individual and the- 
highest Self fs not to be ascribed to Badarfiyana. Jacob, 

'* u-sdrit, p. iv. It is, however, the doctrine of the- 
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30. Ibid. IV. 4, 19. 

31. Ibid. II. 4. 6. 


Chapter III 

m.'c,rX fi.”! 1 ®?; Tr ‘ m °“ °> 

2. Chhdndorya Up. I, 1, 8. 

3. MailrOyatya Up. VI, 23. 

4. Per Deum inlelhgo cm absolute infinitum, hoc 
est, subitanliam constanlem infinitis attribute, quorum 
unumquodque aternam essentiam exprimit. 

5. The same idea is expressed in somewhat involved 
language by a modem philosopher, as follows: ‘Reality 
under the forms of our consciousness is and can only be 
the conditioned elteci of the absolute reality; but this con- 
-ditioned effect stands in indissoluble relation with its un- 
-conditioned cause, and being equally persistent with it, so 
Jong as the conditions persist, is to consciousness supply¬ 
ing these conditions, equally real’. ( Theosophy, p. 322). 
See also Deussen, System des Vedanta, p. 59, note. 

Brihad. Ar. Upanishad , II, 5, 19. 

Works of Sir William joncs, I, pp. 20, 125, 127. 
IV, 3, 14. 

Praina Up. V. 2. 

Chhind. Ill, 14, 2. 

Ibid. VI, 2, L 
Ved.-stUras I. 4, 1. p. 339. 

Chh&nd. 1. 6. 6. 

B,ih. Ar. Ill, 8, 8. 

Deussen, Syslem, p. 146; Sutras I. 1, 5. 

Mundaka Up. V. 2. 

S. Th. I, 2, qu. 109. art. 1, ad. 2. , 

The Buddhists call them samjn&dharnas, see 
Sacred Books of the East, vol. xlix, p. 117. 

19. Theosophy, p. 412. 

20. See Muir, Sanskrit Texts, v. p. 392. 

21. Sat. Br. VUI, 1, 2. 9; XI, 6. 18; cf. Weber, Ind. 

.Stud. x. p. 479. 

22. Sat. Br. VI, 1, 1, 9. 
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24. Chhdnd. Up. I, 3, 11. 

•5. Sat. Br. XI. 2. 3. . „„ 

26. Maitrdyan* Upanishad VI, 22. . 

27. Nos (sail Papa) sacro el umvmali eoncitio ap¬ 
probate credimus el conjitemur cum Petro (Lombardo) 
quod una quadam summa res esl, incomprehens\bihs qui- 
dem el ineffabilis, qua veraciler at pater el /thus el sbin- 
tits. Ires simul persona, ae sinaiietim qualibet earundem. 
El iieo in deo trinitas est solummodo, non qualermtas, 
quia qualibet triun personarum est ilia res, videlicet sub¬ 
stantia, essentia, sivi natura divine, qua isola esl umverso- 
rum principium, prater quod aliud invemr, non potest. 
See Hamack, Dogracngeschichtc. iv. p. 44.. now; Hagen- 
bach. Dogincngcschichic. 170, notes. 

28. St. John Lv. 

29. B,ih. Ar. II. 4. 

30. sroifa l 
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